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Parish Council of Leckhampton with Warden Hill 
16 Oct 19                      

New Secondary School in Leckhampton, Cheltenham, ref 19/0058/CHR3MJ – 
Response in Objection 

Introduction 

1. Please find enclosed our Strong Objection to your Application for a Secondary 
School within our Parish, 19/0058/CHR3MJ.  Our main observations are expressed in 
this covering letter, with the full detail in supporting annexes.  Our concerns are 
supported by Up Hatherley and Shurdington Parish Councils, who have replied 
separately. 
 

2. Assessing such a large and complicated submission has not been an easy task, 
especially due to the absence of an Executive Summary and the obvious haste in 
which the whole application has been put together.  Many of the papers making up 
the proposal have been rushed, are little better than ‘tick box’ or formulaic and 
remote desk-based assessments, have not been thoroughly proofread and lack 
authority.  For instance, the Atkins paper on Landscape includes the incorrect 
observation that the school site is part of a strategic housing allocation, implying that 
development is consistent with local plans – not so, as the site was removed as a 
strategic site by the Joint Core Strategy (JCS).    
 

3. We are very aware that there is strong cross-party and public support across 
Cheltenham for another secondary school.  However, we have serious reservations 
about the original sequential study which examined several options in South 
Cheltenham.  This study was seriously flawed and carried out just a partial 
examination of the area and did not consider adequately all landscape and traffic 
issues.  The inadequacies of that sequential study help explain why we have so 
many objections to this application, particularly with traffic and environmental 
impact.   
 

4. Our local Borough Council has already accepted that the school can be sited in the 
Leckhampton Fields, a position which was explained in its latest version of the 
Cheltenham Plan.  Yet we are not comfortable with the precise location of the school 
buildings in this application, on the GCC owned land originally allocated by CBC just 
for the school sports fields.  Although we understand the reasons why the school 
buildings have been moved from the Miller controlled land (due to the difficulty and 
timeframe of achieving a Compulsory Purchase Order) our concerns over the impact 
on landscape and traffic in particular mean that we would still prefer the school to 
be sited as originally agreed in the last published version of the Cheltenham Plan - 
on the Miller controlled land.  This would reduce the available land for 
development, reducing the number of additional homes that the local road network 
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must cope with (entirely consistent with the outcome of the recent Joint Core 
Strategy1), making the whole development more sustainable. 
 

5. The feedback from the public exhibitions on the school proposals and other local 
surveys and consultations indicates that local people are divided fairly evenly 
between supporting the proposed new school and opposing it.2  Concerns over 
increased traffic predominate, particularly from those living closest to the site, 
who will have to cope with the day to day consequences of its operation. 
 

Traffic 

 
6. We have two major concerns with this application: severe traffic congestion and 

damage to Valued Landscape.  These are the same issues that caused the Secretary 
of State in 2016 to reject the application from Bovis Homes and Miller Homes to 
build housing on the Leckhampton Fields on land adjacent to the proposed site for 
the school. 
 

7. The Parish Council has a very good understanding of the local traffic network based 
on traffic surveys that we have conducted since 2012 and traffic modelling.  We have 
also been advised by professional traffic consultants on this application and on 
previous planning proposals and appeals relating to development in this area.  Based 
on our analysis of the present application we recommend that it must be rejected 
on grounds of severe cumulative traffic congestion.  The application claims that its 
traffic modelling shows that the school will not cause severe congestion.  But as 
discussed in Annex A, the modelling is seriously flawed.  The evidence set out in 
Annex A shows that based on the catchment currently proposed the school will 
certainly create severe cumulative traffic congestion.  
 

8. Section 1 of Annex A explains the nature of the traffic problem.  Section 2 explains 
the Secretary of State's finding on severe cumulative traffic congestion in 2016 and 
Section 3 explains how this constrains the traffic that can be permitted to the school. 
Section 4 explains the error in the traffic modelling.  Section 5 analyses how much 

 
1   In the JCS proceedings the Inspector was very clear where development was acceptable in the Leckhampton 
Fields.  This did not include the GCC owned land, which lies outside the less sensitive areas of the Landscape 
and Visual Sensitivity Plan towards the northern part of the Fields.  Furthermore, she also stated that the areas 
suitable for development could take “an allocation in the order of 200 dwellings” although she also said that 
this would be subject to a detailed examination.  Miller are now proposing 363 houses on this land, clearly in 
contradiction to the JCS and the Cheltenham Plan (which assumes 250).  So, placing the school buildings back 
on the Miller land and limiting any housing development to the areas permitted in the JCS should reduce 
their proposed development back to around 250 dwellings. 
 
2   For instance, at the GCC public engagements, it was assessed “The broad range of opinions expressed 
provided invaluable insight and while it was clear that opinion was wide-ranging, from strong support (31%) to 
strong objection (31%), the majority (38%) were neutral, the strong supporters and neutral respondents 
accepting that a school is required in this location.”  Appendix D: Community Engagement, 14 Aug 19, para 1.5. 
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extra traffic and congestion the school will create based on the catchment proposed 
in the application and Section 6 explains the impact that existing housing 
development will also have and other factors that will add to the traffic problem. 
Section 7 explains in detail three ways that the traffic problem can be improved 
very substantially by:  
 

a. making the catchment much more local by adjusting the catchments of the 
new school and Bournside School;  
 

b. substantially improving the throughput of the junction of the A46 and 
Moorend Park Road which causes the congestion on the A46;  
 

c. a limited expansion of Balcarras School.  
 

9. Section 8 of Annex A recommends that the Planning Committee need to look 
carefully at whether such a large new school could create excess capacity that would 
worsen the traffic by drawing in pupils from further away in order to fill vacancies. 
Finally, Section 9 recommends that the application needs to be refused and a 
revised application submitted.  It also makes the more general point that whilst it is 
very important to provide sufficient educational capacity it is also very important to 
provide new housing.  With new housing there is no way to avoid creating more 
traffic as people must travel to work and to schools.  But with the new school there 
is a choice and given the already serious traffic congestion in the area it is the 
responsibility of both the County Council and local schools to minimise the traffic 
impact of the new school as resolutely as possible. 
 

10. Also important, but not covered in Annex A is the need to ensure that the footpaths 
and cycle tracks proposed to improve access to the school are sufficiently usable to 
strongly encourage pupils to walk to the school (covered in Annex B).  It is not clear 
that the application lives up to what was put forward to local people at the public 
exhibitions on the school proposal concerning new cycling and walking routes across 
Burrows Field and Lotts Meadow.  The application seems to suggest that pupils can 
cycle along Church Road in the traffic congestion.  This is quite unrealistic.  
 

11. Two other concerns not covered in Annex A are: 
 
a.  We believe that the A46 / Kidnappers Lane junction is inadequate to handle the 
volume of traffic currently projected whilst allowing existing users including 
residents safe and reliable access to and from the A46.  Furthermore, as discussed 
in Annex A, the congestion in Church Road means that much more traffic will come 
to the school via the A46 than is anticipated in the application and this will further 
increase the pressure on the A46 / Kidnappers Lane junction.  
 
b.  The school application must not be reliant in any way on any future mitigation 
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measures that might be provided by the Miller Homes proposal.  Although the 
allocation for 250 houses is included in the Cheltenham Plan the Miller Homes 
application may well be turned down or scaled back substantially because of the 
issues of traffic congestion, as happened in the case of the original Bovis-Miller 
application in 2014.  It is imperative that the school application covers financially 
whatever traffic mitigation measures are required for the school and that those 
mitigations are in place well before the school opens.  The school application has 
not been Master Planned and coordinated with the Miller development; the two are 
separate and self-contained proposals and the Miller development, if it goes ahead, 
cannot legally be required to solve traffic problems that the school has already 
created.  

 
Park & Ride 
 

12. One of the core issues in the local traffic system is a high volume of traffic entering 
and leaving Cheltenham to and from the southwest via the A46 Shurdington Road 
and contributing to gridlock at rush hour. The £435 million A417 ‘Missing Link’ 
investment by Highways England offers a unique opportunity for strategic co-
operation between GCC and Highways England. The yet to be agreed Miller 
development could also contribute. 
 

13. Creating a ‘Park and Ride’ facility at or near to the A417/A46 interchange would give 
commuters an alternative to private motorcars. The consequential reduction in the 
number of private vehicles entering the southwest Cheltenham road system would 
increase the likelihood of success for this major road scheme by Highways England, 
reduce the chance of creating a traffic ‘bottleneck’ elsewhere and improve traffic 
congestion and pollution around the school.  

 
Pupil Drop-Off 

 
14. The school design allows for a drop-off area for parents as well as about 45 on-site 

parking spaces for parents.  However, it is likely that some parking could occur on 
the local highway, in the vicinity of the school site, particularly when the school is at 
its full 900 pupil capacity.   The application optimistically calculates that a maximum 
of 5 vehicles might need to park on the highway at peak drop off times, and 
comments that the local Lanes/Brizen Lane area apparently has a capacity to take up 
to 60 parents’ vehicles.  It also makes the point that the Redrow development will 
have space.  Such capacity observations suggest that the local area will regularly 
have to deal with the scale of drop-off problems that all local secondary schools 
experience.   
 

15. Local lanes are simply not wide enough to allow mass drop-offs while also permitting 
an unimpeded flow of traffic.  We wish additional evidence to be provided that 
gives a higher level of confidence that the school grounds can cope with at least 
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95% of worst-case parent drop-off traffic (for instance, by looking at best practice 
nationally).  If not, the size of the drop-off zone inside the school will need to be 
increased.  At the very least, the school travel plan needs to have strict and 
enforceable procedures to ensure local roads and housing estates are not 
swamped by parents trying to park.  This is especially important as dissuading ‘drive 
and drop’ is an important part of encouraging more sustainable forms of travelling to 
school and modal shift. 

 
Walking and Cycling 
 

16. The application proposes about 2km of cycle/foot paths.  If the school is to achieve a 
high percentage of pupils travelling on foot/cycle/bus (and in meetings with 
consultants supporting this application, well over 90%3 has been claimed as an 
aspirational target), then better infrastructure must be provided.  In order to help 
beat national average modal changes of 40% of secondary school pupils walking or 
cycling to school, our recommendations for upgrading existing paths and creating 
some smaller new ones are attached at Annex B. 

17. We propose that GCC and CBC should take this opportunity to make Leckhampton 
an exemplar of active, sustainable travel and work co-operatively with all parties 
including housing developers (Master Planning is required to avoid sub optimal 
solutions and to minimize costs).  Given local constraints, to make cycling a more 
viable option may require some reallocation of road space, for example in parts of 
Kidnapper’s Lane, and reordering of priority between user groups. 
 

18. Major progress could be made to achieve the desired endpoint of more sustainable 
travel in the wider community and higher numbers of pupils walking/cycling to 
school if some or all measures outlined in sections C - E of Annex B were adopted.  
 

19. Some of these measures are already included in the current proposals but at a low 
level of implementation that is unlikely to encourage sufficiently widespread usage. 
Others offer major potential benefits for the wider community at likely modest cost 
to the public purse, for example by working with housing developers to deliver 
linked cycle tracks and walkways.   
 

Landscape 
 

20. Appendix J in the application deals with your Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment.  It fails to adequately inform decision making as it minimises the 
impact on the local Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the view from 
Leckhampton Hill has been completely ignored.  No mention that it is in the 
shadow of the AONB, no reference to the Valued Landscape within the 

 
3   Although 99% has been quoted by Balcarras staff, that does not appear to be repeated in the application.  In 
the Interim Travel Plan at Table 5.1 on page 31,  79 to 81% is indicated, although that is considered 
“conservative”. 
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Leckhampton Fields, no mention of the JCS Inspector's finding that no 
development should be permitted at this site because of landscape damage, no 
real attempt to mitigate or screen the impact of the buildings. The author’s limited 
knowledge of the area is transparent. 
 

21. The school application is contrary to Policy CE1: Landscape of the Cotswold AONB 
Management Plan 2018-23, specifically page 43, paragraph 2 of that policy that 
‘Proposals that are likely to impact on, or create change in, the landscape of the 
Cotswolds AONB, should have regard to the scenic quality of the location and its 
setting and ensure that views – including those into and out of the AONB – and 
visual amenity are conserved and enhanced.’4 
 

22. The proposed school building is in the direct sightline of perhaps the most famous 
and most photographed view from the Cotswold Way on Leckhampton Hill above 
the Devil’s Chimney onto the Severn Vale below, and because of its proximity to the 
Hill, it will be extremely prominent in that view. The large urban block-like design, 
unmitigated by any design features such as the green roofs used by the award 
winning Gloucester Services, is incompatible with the scenic quality of the location 
and would negatively impact rather than conserve or enhance the view and visual 
amenity from this very significant viewpoint and along the Cotswold escarpment 
within the AONB at Leckhampton Hill. 
 

23. The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment and supporting material does not 
adequately assess the lighting pollution that could affect the surrounding 
residential properties.  Our Ecology consultant’s report addresses this in detail 
(attached).  In such a rural setting viewed from the AONB, the implementation of 
lighting columns at 15m would have a major impact on the dark night sky, 
particularly in the winter months and out of hours when the Astro Pitch will be in use 
by the community.    
 

24. Para 8.19 of the Impact Assessment states that the night-time character has been 
qualitatively assessed, however, we find no evidence of this and feel that it has been 
overlooked.  It is unusual to provide a broad statement that the additional lighting 
intrusion will be 'read' against the backdrop of existing lighting.  It would be our 
recommendation that you seek lighting assessment/guidance on the impacts of 
these proposed features and lighting pollution on the residential receptors and 
AONB setting as well as the night-time character.  These findings should be included 
as part of the Impact Assessment and should provide an adequate basis for 
mitigation proposals to offset the intrusion.  
 

25. We also have concerns over the placement of the flood-lit Astro Pitch playing field 
so far away from the school buildings.  The southern side of the site is the most 

 
4  https://www.cotswoldsaonb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/Management-Plan-2018-23.pdf 
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sensitive part from an ecology, landscape and noise disturbance aspect; this rural 
setting needs protection.  It would reduce the light contamination on the local 
landscape and wildlife if the pitch was sighted next to the buildings.  We further 
recommend that an earlier lighting curfew of 20:00 to 07:00 be adopted May to 
September (rather than 22:00 to 06:00 as proposed in the application), in order to 
protect valuable bat habitat and reduce light and noise disturbance (this restriction 
might reasonably be subject to review based on future surveys).  Low UV lighting 
should be used throughout of 2700K to reduce the blue light component level, as 
recommended by the Institute of Lighting Professionals and Bat Conservation Trust 
(para 2.4 of our Ecology report). 
 

26. We also request that the habitat area to the NE parallel to Hatherley Brook and flood 
zone not be fenced to protect the existing wildlife corridor.  Brooks and streams are 
a Priority Habitat under the Gloucestershire Biodiversity Action Plan.  Furthermore, 
we have concerns over the removal of species-rich hedgerows of relatively high 
ecological value and agree with the GCC Interim Ecology Assessment at para 5, that 
highlights the potential 'loss of hedgerows of significant stature and length which are 
likely to be important wildlife corridors'.  We would ask that all these ecological 
matters are addressed in the final version of the GCC Ecological Report. 

 
Carbon Neutrality Requirement 
 

27. The County Council has made a very recent cross-party and unanimous 
commitment that all new public buildings should be Carbon Neutral.5    The motion 
specifically noted that the "GCC holds significant sway over the design of county-
council-backed public buildings, such as the proposed new secondary school in 
Leckhampton" (our emphasis).  The motion goes on to commit the Council to ensure 
that "all new public buildings commissioned are carbon-neutral throughout their 
entire lifespan." 
 

28. Yet this application provides no evidence of carbon neutrality within its design.  For 
instance, it does not include such items as solar panels and a traditional gas-boiler 
based heating system has been suggested rather than a modern heat pump (the 
Government has already ruled that gas boilers will not be permitted in future house 
building because of their contribution to CO2 emissions and global warming).  To 
maximise the absorption of CO2 towards achieving “carbon neutrality”, school 
buildings should have plants growing on suitable roofs and plants/moss growing on 
“green walls”.   New trees around the school should be planted of varieties which are 
optimised for absorption of CO2 and pollution. 
 

 
5  https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/gloucestershire-county-council-news/news-september-2019/cross-
party-support-to-make-developers-go-carbon-neutral/ 
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29. The school should be constructed to higher ecological standards than in the current 
plans.  For example, the school design could embrace the higher standards 
mandated for such buildings used by neighbouring public authorities in Wales.  If the 
County’s ‘green’ commitment is to mean anything, then surely this new school is 
an ideal place to start, inspiring our youth to have more faith in the promises of its 
local politicians. 

 
Air Pollution 
 

30. The Air Quality Assessment, prepared by Air Quality Consultants (AQC), and 
submitted as part of the planning application for a new secondary school in 
Leckhampton, concludes that: the "air quality effects of the proposed school are 
judged not to be significant".  We assert that the methodology of the pollution 
modelling contained in this assessment is so flawed that little confidence can be 
placed in this conclusion.  Our detailed criticisms are in Annex C and contribute to 
our view that this application is not yet ready for submission. 
 

Educational Need 

 
31. One of the main justifications cited that 900 more secondary places are needed is 

the birth rate bulge which happened in 2006 and 2007.   GCC has recently published 
census data for secondary school numbers in the year 2018/2019.  The Office for 
National Statistics has also released new birth rate figures for 2017 and 2018.  This 
demographic data casts doubt on some of GCC’s original assumptions and, just as 
the plans to expand Warden Hill primary have been delayed, we think it may be wise 
for GCC to review and re-validate its justification for this school (Annex D).  Is a 
school as large as 900 pupils still fully justified, or does it now depend more on 
housing developments that have yet to be authorised?  Using GCC’s own pupil 
projections, only around 25% to 33% of the projected additional places will be in the 
South of Cheltenham.  Certainly, a smaller school would reduce the impact of extra 
traffic on the local road network.  At the very least, we would wish to have full 
visibility of GCCs assumptions underpinning its assessment of school size.  Given all 
our concerns, particularly over traffic, we need to be reassured that this 
application is based on and justified by the very latest figures for educational need. 
 

Conclusion – We Formally Object 
 

32. The feedback from the two public exhibitions on the school proposals showed that 
local residents are split fairly evenly between supporting the new school, opposing it 
and being undecided.  Opinion is similarly divided among individual Members of 
the Parish Council, but a majority of Members support the school in principle 
provided that it is genuinely required to meet the educational needs of this area.  
Unanimously, however, the Parish Council has very serious reservations about the 
detail of what is being proposed in this application.  
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33. As demonstrated in Annex A, the traffic impact has been seriously underestimated. 
Avoiding severe cumulative traffic congestion in the morning peak period is a major 
challenge and the application needs substantial revision.  Annex A has proposed 
ways to greatly improve the traffic problem and we commend these strongly. 
Adjusting the catchment areas of Bournside and the proposed new school so that 
almost all the pupils of the new school are within easy walking/cycling distance is 
the most obvious improvement.  But the catchment areas need to be firm, 
rigorously applied and not open to future change that would detrimentally affect the 
traffic.  Traffic mitigation must be improved significantly, as must the plans for 
cycle and walkways. 
 

34. In the similar circumstance of the Bovis-Miller appeal, the Secretary of State 
criticised GCC for its complacency over the traffic congestion in this area in the 
morning peak traffic period.  GCC needs to avoid making the same mistake twice.  
 

35. The Secretary of State also in 2016 rejected the development on the Leckhampton 
Fields on the grounds of the damage to Valued Landscape as well as on the grounds 
of severe cumulative traffic congestion.  As discussed above in paragraphs 20 to 26, 
the application has ignored proper procedure in the dismissive way it has treated 
the very important issue of landscape, ignoring the requirements of the NPPF with 
respect to Valued Landscape and to the impact of the school on the landscape of the 
Cotswold AONB and the nationally significant view from Leckhampton Hill.   
 

36. Inspector Ord, the JCS examiner, in July 2016 explicitly ruled out allowing a school 
on the GCC land because of the landscape damage it would cause.  In that case it 
was a proposal for a primary school that she ruled out.  However, the proposed 
secondary school because of its larger scale would be even more damaging.  The 
application cannot be permitted with such a glaring weakness which could also 
expose GCC to the risk of Judicial Review.  
 

37. The best way to mitigate the landscape damage would be to locate the school 
buildings on the land north of Kidnappers Lane controlled by Miller Homes, as GCC 
originally proposed in 2017 for inclusion in the emerging Cheltenham Plan.  The 
school building could then be screened by the hedgerows and tall trees along 
Kidnappers Lane.  The Parish Council understands the reasons that GCC decided to 
move the building onto its own land when Miller Homes refused to make available 
the necessary modest area on their land.  But the Parish Council believes this 
decision should be reconsidered if, as may be the case, the new school is required to 
meet the educational needs of the Miller Homes development, which could oblige 
Miller Homes to make their land available? 
 

38. The school building also needs to be made more sympathetic in style and materials, 
and tree planting is required on the GCC land to soften the visual impact of facilities. 
GCC should also make the school building carbon neutral to comply with its own 
policies and to set a good example as a local authority.  
 



10 
 

39. In summary, much as many in our community wish to see the benefits of a new 
Flagship Academy school, we are not convinced that this application is ready to be 
considered by the GCC Planning Committee.  The Parish Council has very good 
knowledge of the area and of the various constraints affecting development.  We are 
keen to give whatever help we can in revising the application in order to make it 
acceptable and strongly suggest an early meeting. 
 

 

Chris Nelson   

Chairman, 

Leckhampton with Warden Hill Parish Council 
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Annex A    Traffic congestion 
 
 
1.  Concerns over severe traffic congestion 
 
The public feedback from the exhibitions on the school proposals earlier this year 
shows that local people are divided fairly evenly between supporting the proposed 
new school, opposing it and being undecided. Even those who support the school 
are in many cases concerned about the traffic implications, and for most of those 
who oppose the new school it is the traffic congestion that is their biggest worry.  
 
The Application identifies two main routes for travel to the school: the A46 
(Shurdington Road) and Church Road. The traffic congestion on both routes is 
already very bad in the peak morning traffic period. The A46 is the major route 
into Cheltenham from the south and south-west; Church Road is the major route 
round the south side of Cheltenham. The congestion affects not only local 
residents but also the ability of people to commute into Cheltenham from areas 
south and west via the A46, A417 and M5, and to travel round Cheltenham 
without needing to travel through the centre of the town.  So it affects the 
economy of Cheltenham and also to a lesser extent of Tewkesbury, Cotswold, 
Stroud and Gloucester since Cheltenham provides employment for residents in 
these districts and vice versa. When Cheltenham Borough Council agreed in 
December 2017 to include the new secondary school in the Cheltenham Plan it 
was specifically on condition that the school’s impact on the traffic system was 
shown to be acceptable. Inspector Wendy Burden in examining the Cheltenham 
Plan in February 2019 reinforced this condition.  
 
There are two main concerns over the traffic congestion. One is about worsening 
the congestion in Church Road and increasing the likelihood of gridlock. This 
happens from time to time and blocks the traffic also on Charlton Lane and 
Leckhampton Road, with long queues in all direction. There are also concerns 
about the levels of pm2.5 and other traffic pollution in Church Road and possible 
impact on pupils at Leckhampton Primary School but more measurement is 
needed of the pm2.5 levels to properly assess this. 
 
The other main concern is the risk that the traffic queue on the A46 could become 
very long with unacceptable journey times into Cheltenham from the A417. It is 
the A46 that connects Cheltenham to the A417 and Church Road that connects 
areas in the east of Cheltenham to the A46, A417 and M5 south. The £0.5 billion 
upgrade of the A417 should strengthen the Cheltenham economy and the area 
needs to have good connectivity to the A417.   
 
1.1 Church Road 
 
In the morning peak period Church Road is at maximum capacity. The traffic 
surveys in Church Road carried out by the Parish Council since 2012 show that 
the congestion in the school-run period to Leckhampton Primary School has 
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worsened since 2012 and has caused the traffic throughput to fall. Church Road 
is narrow with parked cars in parking bays on the north side of the road because 
the Edwardian terraced houses have no off-road parking. In the morning peak 
period the traffic initially flows alternately in each direction at reasonable speed, 
but in the school-run period the congestion prevents this and the traffic travels in a 
solid queue in each direction. These two queues have great difficulty in passing 
each other, with some vehicles having to mount the pavement and some drivers 
afraid to proceed. This causes the traffic to flow very slowly and reduces the 
overall throughput by 15% to 20%. Trying to add yet more traffic in the school run 
period would not increase the throughput and might make it decrease further. The 
situation will also be made worse by the expansion of Leckhampton Primary 
School from two form entry to three form entry, which according to GCC’s 
estimates will add a further 88 double parent journeys by car to Leckhampton 
Primary and 13 additional staff journeys.  
 
For these reasons it is not realistic to envisage Church Road providing a major 
access route to the new school. Parents bringing pupils by car will instead choose 
the longer but quicker route to the school via Moorend Park Road (MPR) and the 
A46, and even if some do try to travel via Church Road this will just displace other 
traffic from Church Road onto the MPR route. Therefore, the A46 is the only 
viable route to the new school by car and as shown later this has a considerable 
impact on the A46 traffic queue. It may also have an impact on the traffic flow and 
congestion in Kidnappers Lane and Farm Lane near the proposed school and on 
the traffic flow at the junction of Kidnappers Lane with the A46.    
 
1.2 A46 queue  
 
The traffic queue on the A46 occurs in the workday peak morning period south-
west from the junction of the A46 with Moorend Park Road (MPR). It forms by 
about 07:20 and extends to the junction of the A46 with Kidnappers Lane (0.5 
miles) by about 07:45. Generally by about 08:15 the queue reaches as far as the 
Up Hatherley Way roundabout (0.86 miles) and sometimes further. On 24 
September 2019, when the Parish Council was making a traffic survey and when 
the weather was wet, the queue was observed at 08:18 to have extended south of 
the Up Hatherley Way roundabout as far as the eye could see from the 
roundabout, probably at least 200 metres judging from the long line of car 
headlights. This would be a queue length of 1 mile or 200 vehicles at the average 
vehicle separation of 8 metres that has been measured in past traffic surveys.  
 
Importantly, once the A46 queue extends beyond the Up Hatherley Way 
roundabout the traffic waiting to turn left onto Up Hatherley Way is trapped in the 
queue. This trapping causes the queue to lengthen more quickly. The same would 
happen again if the queue were to extend beyond the Leckhampton Lane junction 
with traffic turning off at Leckhampton Lane becoming trapped and again at the 
Badgeworth Lane junction. So, the scenario is that as the queue becomes longer 
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due to extra vehicles from development or from the school, it would trap more and 
more traffic and grow faster as a result.    
 
1.3 Limited alternative routes to the A46 
 
The A46 has single lanes inwards and outwards, with no scope for a bus lane. As 
noted already it is the only major route into Cheltenham from the A417, the other 
route via Leckhampton Hill being winding and narrow in places and having a 7.5 
ton weight restriction. There are no easy alternative routes to the A46 for traffic 
heading to central Cheltenham. The Badgeworth Lane turn off south of 
Shurdington provides a route to the west of Cheltenham but drivers then have to 
come into central Cheltenham on Hatherley Road or the A40, both very 
congested routes in the peak period. Leckhampton Lane north of Shurdington 
provides a route via Church Road and Leckhampton Road, but as noted already 
Church Road is very congested and the expansion of Leckhampton Primary 
School will make this worse. Leckhampton Lane also provides a route via Farm 
Lane to the A46 at Kidnappers Lane, passing the site of the proposed new 
secondary school. But because this route returns to the A46 it would not shorten 
the queue but would make it longer because traffic wanting to turn off at Up 
Hatherley Way would be trapped longer in the queue. North of Shurdington there 
is Chargrove Lane, but this is a narrow country lane where it is difficult for 
vehicles to pass and the route again means driving into Cheltenham via Hatherley 
Road.  
 
At the Up Hatherley Way roundabout the traffic can turn onto Up Hatherley Way 
and travel into Cheltenham via Hatherley Road, Warden Hill Road or Alma Road. 
In the 08:00 to 09:00 period all of these routes are congested and have long 
journey times. Traffic surveys by the Parish Council show average journey time 
from the Up Hatherley Way roundabout to the A46 at Montpellier Terrace in the 
08:00 to 09:00 period to be 18 minutes via Alma Road, 20 minutes via Warden 
Hill Road (passing the entrance of Bournside School) and 20 minutes via 
Hatherley Road. The journey time on the A46 is about 15 minutes and so there is 
no reason for drivers to divert onto these other routes if they are heading for 
central Cheltenham. It is also a 3.2 mile journey via the Hatherley Road route 
compared with 1.6 miles on the A46.  
 
If, however, the journey time on the A46 is longer for some reason, as happened 
in 2018 when the A46 was being resurfaced, traffic does switch to these 
alternative routes. In this regard it is worth noting that if many cars returning from 
the new school were injected into the A46 queue at Kidnappers Lane this might 
increase the journey time on the A46 sufficiently to make the alternative routes 
quicker, at least towards the end of the school-run period. This could help to 
reduce the length of the A46 queue. But it would be wrong to think of this as in 
any way a solution to the traffic problem. The three alternative routes are really 
just one route because they all converge onto Hatherley Road and to the traffic 
light controlled junction of Hatherley Road with the A40. Diverting the A46 traffic 
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makes this very congested and slow route into Cheltenham that much worse and 
also impacts the flow in both directions on the A40. For the Cheltenham traffic 
system as a whole it is certainly better for the traffic to be able to continue on the 
A46 rather than diverting.    
 
2. Secretary of State’s Findings on Severe Traffic Congestion 
 
These alternative routes including the route via Church Road and the various 
other mitigation schemes were considered and rejected as solutions in the 2015 
appeal by Bovis Homes and Miller Homes to build 650 new dwellings on the 
Leckhampton Fields east of Kidnappers Lane. The Secretary of State rejected the 
Bovis-Miller appeal on the ground of severe cumulative traffic congestion and also 
on the ground of the damage to the valued landscape. The Secretary of State 
also in the appeal findings criticised Gloucestershire County Council for its 
complacency on the traffic congestion and noted that although the worst 
congestion is largely confined to the morning peak period this is the time when the 
most people have to travel and have no option to travel at other times.  
 
The cumulative traffic congestion in the Secretary of State’s findings refers to the 
cumulative effect of the new housing developments that were being proposed in 
the Gloucester-Cheltenham-Tewkesbury Joint Core Strategy. At the time of the 
Bovis-Miller Application in 2013 and of the Appeal inquiry in 2015, the JCS 
included a Leckhampton strategic allocation of around 1200 new homes on the 
Leckhampton Fields, and there was also a planned development of 1500 new 
homes at North Brockworth. The Bovis-Miller Application for 650 new homes was 
part of the proposed 1200 strategic allocation as also was the application by 
Redrow to build 377 new homes on land west of Farm Lane. GCC also planned to 
build around 180 new homes on its land at Farm Lane as the third part of the 
strategic allocation. This land is now the site for the proposed new school.  
 
Since 2015 the development at North Brockworth has been approved and is 
proceeding, but the proposed Leckhampton strategic allocation was removed 
from the JCS in July 2016 by Inspector Elizabeth Ord, primarily on landscape 
grounds reflecting the valued landscape and the impact of development on the 
view from Leckhampton Hill. Although Inspector Ord was aware of the Secretary 
of State’s findings on traffic congestion she did not consider this issue in her 
findings because she concluded that valued landscape alone was a strong 
enough reason to find the Leckhampton strategic allocation to be unsound.  
 
Removing the strategic allocation reduced the planned development on the 
Leckhampton Fields from 1200 down to around 627, comprising the 377 homes 
currently being built by Redrow on Farm Lane and the 250 proposed in the 
emerging Cheltenham Plan to be built by Miller Homes on land adjacent to the 
school site. Additionally, around 200 new homes are now planned at Shurdington 
and vehicles from these would also add to the A46 traffic.  
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3. Can the school avoid creating severe traffic congestion? 
 
As noted in the Application, Miller Homes are proposing to build 363 new 
dwellings rather than the 250 in the Cheltenham Plan and this would erode even 
further any capacity to allow traffic to the new school. However, for the purpose of 
assessing the traffic issues it is right to take the figure of 250 that is in the 
emerging Cheltenham Plan rather than the developer’s aspirations. Overall, 
therefore the number of new homes adding to the traffic congestion is now around 
440 fewer (1200–377–250–133) than applied in 2015 at the time of the Bovis-
Miller Appeal. The figure of 133 is an estimate for the 200 new homes at 
Shurdington taking into account that because they are further away, they may 
contribute less to the A46 traffic queue than the housing on the Leckhampton 
Fields. 
 
To see how much margin the 440 fewer houses provide in terms of traffic, one 
must convert housing numbers into vehicles. The assumption in the traffic 
modelling by Bovis-Miller for their application in 2013 was that each new 
household would add 0.6 vehicles to the traffic in the peak morning period. The 
GCC traffic consultant has confirmed in discussions with the Parish Council on 
the school that this is a sensible figure to take. On the assumption that half of the 
cars would travel into Cheltenham on the A46 and half in other directions not 
contributing to the A46 traffic queue, each new household was deemed to 
contribute on average 0.3 vehicles to the A46 queue. Hence 440 new households 
would be equivalent to 132 extra vehicles in the queue. In comparison, the 
Application forecasts a trip number to the school of 314 in the morning period 
(141 double trips by parents plus 32 one-way staff trips). Comparing 314 with 132 
shows how challenging it is for the school to avoid creating severe cumulative 
traffic congestion. Moreover, it would be wrong to think that it would be 
satisfactory if the traffic congestion is kept at the severe level. The traffic impact of 
the school must be small enough to keep the congestion well below severe. 
 
4. Errors in the traffic modelling  
 
According to the Application, the traffic modelling predicts that the school will not 
create severe traffic congestion. However, the modelling is flawed. The survey 
data used in the modelling was, according to the Application, gathered over a 
period of three weeks Monday to Friday from 2 July 2018 to 20 July 2018. 
Although this was still in term time for state schools it is not a typical time for traffic 
congestion in Cheltenham. The traffic congestion is at a minimum in the July-
August period partly because schools are on holiday including in July for private 
schools, the University is on holiday, many people who work in Cheltenham are 
on holiday, and so forth. The traffic flow northbound on the A46 that was used for 
the modelling was 623 vehicles over the 08:00 to 09:00 period. This level of traffic 
would not have led to any queue on the A46 because it is less than the 
throughput capacity of the junction, which is between 670 and 1000 vehicles per 
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hour inwards depending on the volume of traffic on Moorend Park Road and how 
much this takes up of the traffic light sequence. 
 
The Parish Council has been helped in assessing the Paramics modelling by Ken 
Manley, Director of MHL Consulting Engineers. He has advised that the trip 
generation has very questionable assumptions about the modal split towards 
walking and cycling and on how the trip count will reduce over the period up to 
2026, especially considering that the assumption about how many pupils will walk 
or cycle to school is already very ambitious. He also comments that looking at 
some of the junctions with heavier traffic flows the model is predicting speed 
being reduced by 40%, journey times increased by 47% and queuing increased 
by 30%, and although the report refers to these as acceptable impacts, the Local 
Authority should look very hard at this.  
 
A second error in the traffic analysis in the Application is that it assumes that the 
large volume of traffic flowing via Pilley Lane and Charlton Lane will be able to 
travel to the school via Church Road. As noted already this will not be possible 
because, as discussed earlier, Church Road is already saturated in the school-run 
period and will be made even worse by the expansion of Leckhampton Primary 
School. 
 
5. How much extra traffic would the secondary school create? 
 
The Parish Council has independently analysed the likely car travel to the school 
based on the forecast journeys in Transport Appendix C of the Application that 
have been used by GCC’s consultants for the traffic modelling. The Parish 
Council’s analysis is shown in Table 1A. It predicts a modal split of 19% by bus, 
57% by foot and cycle and 24% by car. If one also adds to the proposed 
catchment the year 7 to 11 pupils likely to come from the 377 new Redrow homes 
the modal split becomes 18% by bus, 60% by foot and cycle and 22% by car, 
assuming all of these pupils will walk the short distance to the school.  
 
In Transport Appendix C the number of pupils adds up to 1083 and adding the 
pupils from the Redrow estate would bring it to 1158 based on the assumption 
that with 3, 4 and 5 bedroom houses the estate will generate 0.2 year 7 to 11 
pupils per household. Normalising the numbers down to the school size of 900 the 
number of pupils arriving by car works out at 213 without the Redrow Estate 
pupils and at 199 if they are included. If 50% of these pupils car-share two or 
three to a car, as assumed in the Application, the forecast number of parent cars 
arriving at the school works out as 149 or as 139 if the Redrow pupils are 
included.  
 
These figures are in good agreement with the figure of 141 parent arrivals 
forecast in the Application. However, the estimate of 57% of pupils coming by foot 
or cycle in Table 1A is based on the assumption that for a walking distance of 1.6 
km (1 mile) 80% of the pupils will walk or cycle. This may be realistic for good 
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weather but is over-optimistic for cold or wet days. The Application quotes the 
Institution of Highways Transportation (IHT) publication “Guidelines for Providing 
Journeys on Foot”, which identifies 500 metres as a ‘desirable’ walking distance 
when planning for journeys to Schools, identifies 1 km walking distance as 
‘acceptable’ and identifies 2 km as the ‘preferred maximum’. This means that 1.6 
km is well beyond ‘Acceptable’ and closer to ‘Preferred maximum’. According to 
the National Travel Survey ‘Travel to School 2014’, the national average is for 
40% of secondary school pupils to walk or cycle to school with 23% coming by 
public transport and 29% coming by car. It would therefore be prudent to take a 
higher figure than 22% or 24% for pupils travelling by car. If one were to take the 
figure of 29% and assumed 50% car sharing two or more to a car, the figure for 
parent arrivals at the school would rise to 183.  
 
The key question is how many of the parent arrivals, whether around 141 or 183, 
would add to the A46 queue and by how much. A journey there-and-back to the 
school through the A46/MPR junction on the A46 in both directions does not add 
to the A46 queue on the outward journey but only on the return journey. In 
contrast, a there-and-back journey to the school via Moorend Park Road (MPR) 
would add at least two cars to the A46 queue, one by taking up more of the traffic 
light sequence on the outward journey turning from MPR onto the A46 and the 
other through being part of the A46 queue on the return journey. In addition, 
returning cars waiting to turn right at the junction from the A46 onto MPR could 
block the junction. The mitigation to add a short right-turning lane at the junction 
that is part of the package for the Redrow development and is referred to in the 
Application would not help sufficiently if many parents were returning at much the 
same time via the A46 and MPR, as is quite likely. The Parish Council has not 
included this risk in its assessment of the likely traffic impact, but it needs to be 
kept in mind. 
 
A journey to the school and back on the A46 but not passing through the 
A46/MPR junction, can also add to the length of the queue by taking up space in 
the queue and also increasing the extent to which vehicles wanting to turn off at 
the Up Hatherley Way roundabout get trapped in the queue.  Even a short journey 
in the queue from Up Hatherley Way to the school adds to the queue length by 
again holding back more of the traffic waiting to turn left onto Up Hatherley Way at 
the roundabout. A car journey from Shurdington to the school would add to the 
queue length both by occupying space in the queue and by holding back the left 
turning traffic. Therefore, one needs to take account of the traffic that is in transit 
to the school in the queue as well as the traffic that actually uses the A46/MPR 
junction.  
 
Both impacts are analysed in Table 1A. With the 50% car sharing assumption, the 
journeys through the A46/MPR junction add 105 vehicles to the queue or 98 
vehicles with the Redrow estate included in the catchment. The effect of vehicles 
transiently in the queue, mainly pupils travelling from Shurdington, is to add 6 
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more vehicles. This is a small effect as it is assumed that almost all the pupils 
would travel by bus or walk.  
 
These figures assume in line with Transport Appendix C that the traffic from roads 
to the east through Pilley Lane and Charlton Lane can all travel to the school 
through Church Road and Kidnappers Lane. However, as discussed earlier, 
Church Road will not provide a usable route because it is already saturated in the 
school-run period and the extra traffic will need to travel instead via Moorend Park 
Road and the A46. Table 1B shows that the effect of this is to increase the 
number of vehicles added to the A46 queue from 111 to 189 or from 104 to 178. 
The measured average vehicle spacing in the queue is about 8 metres and so this 
would add around 0.9 miles to the queue. Taking into account trapping of vehicles 
in the queue, the queue could become even longer. 
 
6. Impact of housing development and Leckhampton Primary School 
 
On top of these numbers for the school, the completion of the Redrow 
development of 377 homes is likely to add around 75 more cars to the queue and 
the 1500 new dwellings at North Brockworth could add another 80 assuming that 
20% of vehicles from this development head into Cheltenham on the A46, howbeit 
with some turning off at Badgeworth Lane to destinations in west Cheltenham. 
Together with the impact of the secondary school this would bring the number of 
added vehicles to around 340, giving an extra queue length of 1.7 miles. If one 
made the more conservative assumption that 29% of children would come to the 
new school by car, in line with the national averages as discussed earlier, the 
number of vehicles added to the queue would increase to the order of 230 and the 
total number to the order of 380, equating to a queue length of 1.9 miles.   
 
These estimates do not include the further 75 vehicles that could be added by the 
250 new homes on the Leckhampton Fields included in the emerging Cheltenham 
Plan if this development is approved. Nor does it include the 40 vehicles from the 
200 new homes at Shurdington in the emerging Tewkesbury Plan. Also not 
included is the potential impact of expanding Leckhampton Primary School which 
by worsening the congestion in and around Church Road could divert further 
traffic onto the route via Moorend Park Road.  
 
This all adds up cumulatively to a bleak scenario in the peak traffic period and that 
is the reason that the Secretary of State found in 2016 that the cumulative traffic 
congestion was sufficiently severe to refuse the Bovis-Miller housing 
development. Whilst the alternative routes via Hatherley Road would reduce the 
full length of the queue this would increase the traffic burden on these already 
congested routes and the A40. So, the Secretary of State’s finding should also be 
applied to the application for the new school. The Application must therefore be 
rejected and a new one submitted that has a much smaller impact on the traffic 
congestion.  
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7. Ways to improve the traffic congestion 
 
7.1 Adjust the secondary school catchments 
 
There are several possible ways to achieve this improvement. The first, which 
may be hinted at within the current Application and which we understand may be 
favoured by Balcarras School as sponsors for the proposed school, would be to 
make the catchment much more local and to include many homes in Warden Hill 
and Up Hatherley that are within 15 to 20 minutes walking distance of the school. 
The Application states that: 

‘Balcarras School have a strictly adhered admissions policy based on priority 
for pupils living in a local geographic area to the School, with those living 
closer to the School receiving higher priority for admission. With this in place, 
the furthest distance a pupil lives from Balcarras School is 0.9 miles. Taking 
this forward to the proposed new School, Balcarras School are confident that 
the catchment for the proposed new Secondary School will be very similar to 
that of Balcarras School. It is also likely that there will be some overlapping 
with the catchments of Bournside School and Balcarras School.’   

 
Table 2 shows walking distances to the school site from various locations in 
Cheltenham and also direct line distances to the school site and to Balcarras 
School and Bournside School. The routes shown as bold numbers are those 
identified in the Application as the primary local walking routes to the school. The 
routes identified by letters are other routes from residential areas that connect to 
one of the primary routes. The primary route 6 is from the west end of Salisbury 
Avenue via Farmfield Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane and Farm Lane. It has a 
walking distance of 0.72 miles and a direct line distance of 0.66 miles. Route 7.1 
from The Park has a walking distance of 0.79 miles and a direct line distance of 
0.63 miles. Route 5 from the Up Hatherley Way roundabout has a walking 
distance of 0.53 miles and a direct line distance of 0.34 miles. Route V from 
Warden Hill Road via Winchester Way, Canterbury Walk and route 7.1 has a 
walking distance of 0.88 miles and a direct line distance of 0.78 miles. These four 
routes provide good walking access from the areas of Warden Hill and Up 
Hatherley bounded by Caernarvon Road, Warden Hill Road and the south and 
east perimeter of Bournside School. Including these areas in the catchment of the 
new school and also including the Merestones area south of The Park would 
create further capacity at Bournside School that could be used to reduce the 
traffic problem.  
 
The proposed catchment as detailed in Transport Appendix C and on the 
Postcode Boundary Catchment map is widely spread over nine postcode areas 
(pupil percentage in brackets): GL50 1 (2.3%), GL50 2 (3.8%), GL51 3 (2.8%), 
GL51 4 (10.0%), GL52 2 (3.0%), GL52 6 (13.4%), GL53 0 (28.3%), GL53 7 
(23.5%) and GL53 9 (12.8%). It is conspicuous that the GL51 3 area contributes 
only 2.8% despite Warden Hill and the east part of Up Hatherley being within easy 
walking distance of the school. Other parts of the proposed catchment in central 
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and north Cheltenham are over 4 km from the proposed new school and would be 
better assigned to Bournside School. For the areas in GL52 1, GL52 6 and in 
GL53 7 around Sandford Park and the Bath Road the journey by the number 10 
bus to Bournside would be 1.2 km shorter than to the new school. The number 
94U bus also operates to The Park and provides a bus route to Bournside from 
GL52 6 areas whereas travel to Kidnappers Lane requires changing from the 94U 
onto the number 10 bus.  
 
Pupils coming via Thirlestaine Road (A40) mostly by car can reach Bournside 
School much more easily via Suffolk Road, Park Place and The Park than to the 
new school via the congested Bath Road shopping area and the A46 to 
Kidnappers Lane. Importantly again, the route to Bournside has no effect on the 
A46 queue in either direction. The journey times from the A46 / Thirlestaine Road 
junction to Rowena Cade Avenue for the rear access to Bournside School varied 
between 1.9 minutes and 2.9 minutes for five journeys measured by the Parish 
Council in the 08:00 to 09:00 period in October 2019.  
 
The Parish Council has also measured journey times by car from Pilley Bridge via 
the route of Old Bath Road, Thirlestaine Road, Suffolk Road, Park Place. Again 
this route has no impact on the A46 queue. The measured journey times from 
Pilley Bridge to Rowena Cade Avenue varied from 6.8 to 8.7 minutes for five 
journeys measured between 08:00 and 09:00.  So it appears that Bournside 
School could reasonably cover the roads in the so-called Leckhampton Triangle 
east of Old Bath Road where there is the particularly serious shortfall in 
secondary education capacity according to Tim Browne, GCC Director of 
Education, in speaking at the public meeting on the proposed school in 2018. The 
Parish Council understands Bournside School may have proposed this idea some 
years ago.  
 
Because the schools are academies and control their own admissions, a binding 
agreement between them on catchments and on avoiding traffic impacts on the 
A46 queue and Church Road must be firmly in place before any revised 
Application is permitted. The traffic issues are too serious for the catchments to 
be left to chance or just to the goodwill of the schools.  
 
7.2 Increase the throughput of A46/MPR junction 
 
A second option on traffic would be to increase the throughput of the A46/MPR 
junction. At the Cheltenham Plan Examination in February, GCC and Miller 
Homes appeared to be jointly offering this option. But despite agreeing at the 
Examination to provide more details to the Parish Council they subsequently 
refused to do this and it appears they may have abandoned this option, or 
possibly never seriously considered it. Until the recent change in road marking at 
the junction, there was a short left-turning lane in parallel with the straight-ahead 
lane. Having the two lanes allows both traffic streams to approach the junction in 
parallel rather than in series. However, the left turning lane only had enough 
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length for 2 vehicles because there was no road space for a longer lane. More 
recently the left turning lane has been removed in order to provide a dedicated 
short lane for traffic turning right. The Redrow mitigation, referred to in the 
Application, does little more than restore the short left turning lane that has been 
lost. But if one could make the left turning lane longer, this would increase the 
throughput of the junction in each traffic light cycle by up to as many left turning 
cars as could fit into the lane.  
 
The problem with this option is that the road width is too narrow to permit a longer 
left turning lane and it would be necessary to purchase two or maybe 3 metres of 
extra width from the front gardens of houses on the west side of the road in order 
to extend the lane and also provide the proposed cycle/footpath to the new 
secondary school. There are four houses that are well set back from the road and 
that could potentially provide the required extra width and sufficient extra lane 
length to hold 4 or possibly even 5 left turning cars. The traffic surveys by the 
Parish Council show there are typically 25 to 30 cycles per hour in the peak 
period and in most cases there are sufficient left turning vehicles in each cycle to 
fill this extra length of lane. So it would be possible in this way to increase the 
junction throughput by100 or possible as much as 125 vehicles per hour. This 
improved throughput would also apply before and after the school run period and 
the improvement over the duration of the queue each morning might reduce the 
queue length by 200 or more vehicles. The Parish Council has suggested this 
option to Chris Mead, GCC Director of Planning, in discussion.  
 
7.3 Expand Balcarras school  
 
A third option, which the Parish Council has consistently recommended to GCC 
and in its evidence to the Cheltenham Plan Examination, is to expand Balcarras 
School sufficiently to cover the shortfall in the Leckhampton triangle east of Old 
Bath Road. An expansion by around 300 places (2 forms of entry) would probably 
be sufficient and would still leave Balcarras School smaller than Bournside 
School. Balcarras is an outstanding school that is very popular with parents and it 
is government policy to encourage expansion of such schools. It also backs onto 
open land which although it lies in the AONB could be used to enlarge the playing 
fields. Expanding Balcarras School might also allow the new secondary school to 
be reduced to a size much more suitable to its constrained location and possibly 
the saving in cost could be applied to fund the expansion of Balcarras.  
 
8. Need to avoid over-expanding the school capacity 
 
The Parish Council believes that it may also be worthwhile to look again at the 
projected education need to check critically that such a large new secondary 
school is really required.  The Parish Council is reluctant to put too much 
emphasis on this question of educational need for fear that it might divert attention 
from the major issue of the traffic congestion. But in 2015, when GCC was 
planning to sell its land in Farm Lane for housing, the Parish Council together with 
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Councillor Iain Dobie as the County councillor for Leckhampton and Warden Hill 
tried to convince GCC up to the highest level that it should retain this land for 
playing fields for a potential secondary school. This reflected concerns that had 
been raised by many members of the public since 2011 about the shortfall in 
secondary education. In its response GCC insisted resolutely that no new school 
was needed. GCC also did not at any time raise the issue of the need for the new 
school in the JCS. It must therefore be presumed that GCC did have a plan for 
handling the projected increases in year 7 to 11 pupils without needing a new 
school in south Cheltenham and this suggests that there must still be an option to 
make the new school smaller. The Parish Council has made its own analysis of 
the education need, taking into accounts government projections for this area of 
Gloucestershire. This is set out in the separate Annex to the Council’s 
submission.  
 
If the new school with a size of 900 pupils did result in too large a capacity in 
Cheltenham there would be the risk that to fill all the places pupils might be 
coming from longer distances and this could add to the traffic congestion. So the 
Parish Council recommends that the GCC Planning Committee must make very 
sure that the long term need is correct.  
 
9. Recommendations 
 
This analysis shows that based on the present Application the school would be 
likely to create severe cumulative traffic congestion. As stated in the Secretary of 
State’s findings on the Bovis-Miller appeal in 2016, GCC must guard against 
being complacent over the traffic congestion in the peak traffic period. The 
application should therefore be refused and a new application produced that 
carries much less risk. As suggested above, there are options that could greatly 
reduce the traffic impact.  
 
The school run imposes a huge burden on the traffic system. It is very important 
to provide sufficient education capacity. But it is also very important to provide 
enough new housing and to protect valued landscape, which is also an issue for 
the school although not addressed in this annex. With new housing there is no 
way to avoid creating more traffic; people have to travel to work and to schools. 
But with this new school there is a choice over traffic creation and it is the 
responsibility of both the County Council and the schools to minimise the traffic 
impact as resolutely as possible. 
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Start point and route
A46 Shurdington Road, Kidnappers Lane 13 0 1 0 0 5% 85% 10% 0.9 0
Badgeworth Lane, A46 NE, Kidnappers Lane 17 1 0 0 0 80% 5% 15% 0.0 2
Bath Parade, Bath Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 5 0 1 0 0 80% 5% 15% 0.5 0
Bath Road and Bath Street, A46, Kidnappers Lane 4 0 1 0 0 80% 5% 15% 0.4 0
Brizen Lane, Farm Lane, Kidnappers Lane 20 0 0 0 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Chargrove Lane 3 1 0 0 0 20% 70% 10% 0.0 0
Charlton Lane, Leckhampton Road, Church Road 95 0 0 0 1 0% 50% 50% 0.0 0
Church Lane, A46 N, Kidnappers Lane 58 1 0 0 0 60% 30% 10% 0.0 4
Church Road West, Farm Lane 3 0 0 0 1 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Church Road West, Kidnappers Lane 31 0 0 0 1 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Clare Street, Bath Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 3 0 1 0 0 5% 80% 15% 0.3 0
Collum End Rise, Kidnappers Lane 11 0 0 0 1 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Croft Street - Croft Lane - Moorend St, A46, Kidnappers Lane 4 0 1 0 0 10% 80% 10% 0.3 0
Ewlyn Road, Leckhampton Road N, A46, Kidnappers Lane 7 0 1 0 0 0% 80% 20% 1.0 0
Fairfield Avenue, Leckhampton Road N, A46, Kidnappers Lane 26 0 1 0 0 0% 80% 20% 3.6 0
Fairfield Road, Leckhampton Road N, A46, Kidnappers Lane 1 0 1 0 0 0% 80% 20% 0.1 0
Farm Lane, A46 NW, Kidnappers Lane 3 1 0 0 0 70% 15% 15% 0.0 0
Farm Lane, Kidnappers Lane 1 0 0 0 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Francis Street, Bath Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 75 0 1 0 0 20% 60% 20% 10.5 0
Gratton Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 3 0 1 0 0 25% 60% 15% 0.3 0
Greenway Close, A46 NE, Kidnappers Lane 6 1 0 0 0 75% 10% 15% 0.0 1
Gwinnett Court, A46 NE, Kidnappers Lane 2 1 0 0 0 70% 20% 10% 0.0 0
Hall Road, Church Road, Kidnappers Lane 12 0 0 0 1 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Hall Road, Moorend Park Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 1 0 0 1 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Halland Road, Moorend Park Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 1 1 0 1 0 0% 80% 20% 0.3 0
Hawkswood Road, Woodland Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 12 1 0 0 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Hermitage Street, Bath Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 11 0 1 0 0 0% 80% 20% 1.5 0
High Street, Bath Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 42 0 1 0 0 80% 5% 15% 4.4 0
Highwood Avenue, A46 SW, Kidnappers Lane 11 1 0 0 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Hillview Gardens, A46 NE, Kidnappers Lane 3 1 0 0 0 60% 30% 10% 0.0 0
Jasmin Way, Hatherley Way, A46, Kidnappers Lane 14 1 0 0 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Kenelm Drive and Kenelm Gardens, A46, Kidnappers Lane 4 0 1 0 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Kew Place, Bath Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 3 0 1 0 0 80% 5% 15% 0.3 0
Kidnappers Lane 6 0 0 0 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Langdon Road, Leckhampton Road N, A46, Kidnappers Lane 9 0 1 0 0 0% 85% 15% 0.9 0
Leckhampton Farm Court, Farm Lane 3 0 0 0 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Leckhampton Lane, Farm Lane 4 0 0 0 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Leckhampton Place, Leckhampton Rd, A46, Kidnappers Lane 1 0 1 0 0 0% 85% 15% 0.1 0
Leckhampton Road N, A46, Kidnappers Lane 11 0 1 0 0 0% 80% 15% 1.2 0
Leckhampton Road N, Church Road, Kidnappers Lane 46 0 0 0 1 0% 80% 20% 0.0 0
Leckhampton Rd N, Moorend Park Rd, A46, Kidnappers Lane 2 0 0 1 0 0% 80% 20% 0.6 0
Leckhampton Road S, Church Road, Kidnappers Lane 3 0 0 0 1 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Leckhampton Rd S, Moorend Park Rd, A46, Kidnappers Lane 7 0 0 1 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Liddington Close, Leckhampton Rd, Church Rd, Kidnappers Ln 3 0 0 0 1 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Melbourne Close, A46, Kidnappers Lane 4 0 1 0 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Montpellier Drive, Bath Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 1 0 1 0 0 80% 5% 15% 0.1 0
Moorend Crescent, A46, Kidnappers Lane 11 0 1 0 0 10% 80% 10% 0.8 0
Moorend Grove, Moorend Park Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 11 0 0 0 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Moorend Park Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 17 0 0 1 0 0% 90% 10% 2.4 0
Moorend Road, Moorend Park Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 19 0 0 1 0 0% 90% 10% 2.7 0
Moorend Street, A46, Kidnappers Lane 14 0 1 0 0 0% 90% 10% 1.0 0
Mornington Drive, Leckhampton Rd N, A46, Kidnappers Lane 4 0 1 0 0 0% 80% 20% 0.6 0
Naunton Lane, Leckhampton Road N, A46, Kidnappers Lane 34 0 1 0 0 0% 60% 40% 9.5 0
Naunton Parade, A46, Kidnappers Lane 1 0 1 0 0 5% 75% 20% 0.1 0
Norwood Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 4 0 1 0 0 5% 75% 20% 0.6 0
Old Station Drive, Leckhampton Rd N, A46, Kidnappers Lane 1 0 1 0 0 0% 80% 20% 0.1 0
Osprey Road, Moorend Park Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 18 0 0 1 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Painswick Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 8 0 1 0 0 0% 80% 20% 1.1 0
Pickering Road, Moorend Park Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 7 0 0 1 0 0% 90% 10% 1.0 0
Pilley Lane, Leckhampton Rd, Church Rd, Kidnappers Lane 56 0 0 0 1 0% 65% 35% 0.0 0
Sandford Road, Bath Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 80 0 1 0 0 80% 0% 20% 11.2 0
Southcourt Drive, Leckhampton Rd N, A46, Kidnappers Lane 1 0 1 0 0 0% 80% 20% 0.1 0
Suffolk Road 2 0 1 0 0 65% 25% 10% 0.1 0
The Close, Church Road 16 0 0 0 1 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
The Park, Moorend Park Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 42 0 0 1 0 30% 55% 15% 8.8 0
Thirlestaine Road, Bath Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 102 0 1 0 0 5% 15% 80% 57.1 0
Treelands Drive, Moorend Park Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 10 0 0 1 0 0% 95% 5% 0.7 0
Upper Bath Street, Bath Road, A46, Kidnappers Lane 7 0 1 0 0 10% 75% 15% 0.7 0
Upper Norwood Street, A46, Kidnappers Lane 7 0 1 0 0 5% 80% 15% 0.7 0
Vineries Close 5 0 0 0 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0
Woodlands Road 1 1 0 0 0 0% 100% 0% 0.0 0

Total 1083 127 7

Total pro-rata to 900 places 900 105 6
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Annex B 
 
New secondary school in Cheltenham 
- walking and cycling considerations 
 
Planning documents have been submitted on behalf of Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) 
for a new school in south Cheltenham to be sited on GCC-owned land in Leckhampton. 
 
While acknowledging the potential benefits of a new school, there has been much concern in 
the local community about consequential increased road traffic, pollution and congestion given 
that some local roads are already gridlocked during the rush hour. 
 
In the application submitted for the consultation on behalf of GCC by the planning consultants 
Evans Jones, documents have been included indicating the measures proposed to mitigate the 
traffic and other consequences of building the new school in Leckhampton.  
 
In meetings between representatives of the Parish Council and the planning team, it was stated 
by the Balcarras school representative that the school’s aspiration was for more than 90% of 
pupils to travel to school independently by foot or bicycle. This high level of modal shift has 
been criticised by some as being over optimistic.  
 
To this end the planning documentation outlines several possible walking or cycling routes 
pupils might take to school including using the pavement on the A46 for cycling.  
 
It has been assumed that most pupils attending a new school will be local but as there is no 
official ‘catchment area’ this cannot be known with certainty. 
 
If the new school is to be sited in Leckhampton the following are germane: 
 
 
A - Location of the school and land cost 
 
The Director of Education stated in a public meeting that a portion of the £30 million budget 
set aside for the school would be used for travel and traffic mitigation. It was also implied that 
the more expensive the school was to build the less money would remain for transport 
mitigation.  
 
Siting the new school on land owned by GCC that had previously been proposed as Local Green 
Space, and therefore a very controversial choice, has been explained on the basis of value for 
money, apparently avoiding possible legal issues from compulsory purchase and the need to 
deliver the school within a very short timeframe. It was suggested in conversation with GCC 
education department officers that it was possible for a contested purchase of land in the 
northern fields, the site originally proposed, to add between £5 and 7 million in costs including 
compensation that would then come out of the school budget.  
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Given that GCC are now using their own land and have ‘saved’ this money, it is consequently 
expected that financial pressures should not undermine the effectiveness and quality of traffic 
mitigation measures.  
 
B - Local geography 
 
Previous studies of the local road and traffic system related to the JCS enquiry and Redrow 
Homes development have shown how difficult it is to improve matters with respect to road 
traffic and congestion in Leckhampton. The A46 Shurdington Road is narrow and limited in its 
development potential as it mostly comprises a single lane in each direction. It is one of the 
main access routes into Cheltenham from the A417 interchange. It will likely get busier with 
road improvements at the Air Balloon roundabout and further economic growth in 
Cheltenham. There is no obvious alternative route for traffic from the A417 and the road 
cannot easily be modified. When a new school was originally proposed on an equivalent site in 
the 1980s one of the reasons it did not proceed was because of the effect on the local traffic 
system, in particular the A46. 
 
Leckhampton Lane is accessed off the A46 and continues into Church Road. The latter 
comprises a very narrow, weight restricted road through the old village. It passes near to 
Leckhampton Primary School which is undergoing expansion by 50% from 2 to 3 form entry 
starting in 2019. Despite the small size of this road, it is effectively becoming a ‘southern bypass’ 
for parts of Cheltenham. Gridlock frequently occurs during peak travelling times, not only 
during school term time, and there are many complaints to local elected representatives 
concerning traffic, pollution, noise and the safety of both children and adults. 
 
Given the local geographic limitations it is difficult to envisage a solution to mitigate or 
improve the traffic consequences of school and housing expansion in Leckhampton without 
reducing the use of private motor vehicles.  
 
 
C - Interventions to reduce reliance on private motor vehicles might include:  
 
1. A park-and-ride facility close to the A46/A417 junction.  At present many people feel they 

have no alternative other than to drive cars. Traffic surveys on the A46 show a large 
number of vehicles with single occupants in the rush hour. 

2. Low pollution pedestrian paths (i.e. not near roads). 
3. Safe cycle routes (i.e. wide cycle lanes separated from traffic, cycle paths and cycle tracks 

separated from pedestrians).  
4. Public transport. The latter is theoretically highly desirable but usually depends on private 

providers and can be associated with high marginal cost for users and families unless 
subsidised. 

5. Introducing ‘school streets’ – for example prohibit through traffic around school start and 
end times in Kidnappers Lane which is currently used as a ‘rat run’ 

6. Discouraging pupils from being driven to school by private cars - evidence suggests that the 
availability of nearby and convenient road locations for ‘Drive and drop’, for example in 
nearby housing estates, only serves to encourage more parents to exercise this option and 
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reduce the incentive for pupils to walk or cycle to school. Recent experience at Bournside 
School indicates local congestion is improved following enforcement of parking restrictions 
and reduced opportunities for drive and drop close to the school. It is therefore 
recommended that no measures are taken to encourage parental ‘drive and drop’. 

 
Encouraging active travel is government policy in order to improve public health, air quality, 
reduce traffic congestion and carbon emissions.  Cheltenham (and Gloucester) benefit from 
being largely topographically flat and lend themselves to more walking and cycling.  
 
Other than public transport, the most realistic, quickly deliverable and possibly least costly 
option for enabling a high proportion of children to travel to school independently is to 
facilitate children to walk and cycle to school in safety. 
 
For this strategy to be successful parents must be confident that their children can use 
pedestrian and cycle paths with a high degree of safety. Therefore any such routes should be: 
 
- of a high standard (with lighting around school times if necessary)  
- have a machine rolled consistent surface 
- perceived as being safe even for younger children 
- appropriate for destination 
- follow a desire line.  
- avoid conflict between pedestrians, cyclists and motorists 
- be suitable for bicycles with trailers as might be used by parents with younger children or 

shoppers.  
 
The routes created would also be available for adults in the wider community unrelated to 
school use for shopping or commuting to work, further reducing the need for private car use. 
This is the model successfully used in parts of the continent including Germany, Denmark and 
the Netherlands where significant modal shift has occurred. This has been made possible by 
giving greater priority to non-motorised traffic and, where necessary, relinquishing some road 
space.  
 
D - Current proposals  
 
Planning documents submitted for the secondary school indicate several travel routes and some 
road modifications to deliver traffic mitigation and facilitate travel to school 
http://caps.gloucestershire.gov.uk/gccdocs/gcc_docs_start.asp?action=show&appName=planning
&appNumber=19/0058/CHR3MJ. For example:  
 

1.  The school planning application includes road layout changes at the Moorend Park 
Road/A46 junction to deal with the extra traffic shown in 
http://caps.gloucestershire.gov.uk/gcc_images/19_0058_CHR3MJ_TRANSP_APPEND_A
_D.pdf. A dedicated right turn lane has been introduced at the expense of removing the 
central pedestrian island. The road is too narrow for separate cycle lanes and removing 
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the central traffic island will make it potentially more hazardous for pedestrians to cross 
the road.  
 
Transport consultants have been working on mitigation at this junction since the 
beginning of the year. The A46 is so narrow that all three lanes (2 inwards and 1 
outwards) could only be made 2.7 metres wide even if the pavements are reduced 
in depth which would also create safety issues for pedestrians and cyclists.  A 2.7 
metre lane width is extremely narrow and far below the standard of at least 3.35 
metres for a major road with a bus route.   

 
2.  Planning documents for the new school indicate the intention to close the 
public footpath (LF9) that crosses the southern part of the GCC owned site 
east to west between Hatherley Brook and Farm Lane. Officials on behalf of GCC 
education department are adamant that this is non-negotiable on the grounds of 
pupil safeguarding but have indicated informally that they would instead be willing to 
entertain other options. These might include re-routing the footpath around the 
south-east side of the school site (to the west of Hatherley Brook) to rejoin the 
existing footpath (LF8) to the south of the ‘pig field’ CF6.  
 
Subject to consultation with parishioners, the latter proposal might be acceptable to 
LWWHPC provided it did not involve alteration to the existing historic footpath from 
Kidnappers Lane to Church Road (LF10). 

 
E - Measures that can be applied to proposed routes described in appendix H, 
mostly at modest cost but with benefit include: 
 
Routes 1 and 2 from Moorend Grove and Leckhampton Road:  
 

i. Upgrade track across Lott’s Meadow for year round walking and cycling use*. This track is 
common to Routes 1 and 2 and should be made functionally continuous with the separate 
cycle track and walking path from the car park in Burrow’s Field.  

ii. Reinstate the footpath* behind the hedge alongside the cycle path at the edge of Burrow’s 
Field to remove conflict between pedestrians and cyclists.  

iii. Upgrade footpath* LF28 alongside the allotments and reconsider additional rear access to 
Leckhampton Primary School.  

iv. Kidnappers Lane: prohibit through traffic around school start and end times; reduce speed 
limit to 20 mph; ensure walking path and cycle tracks installed are to a good standard 
especially at transition and crossing points 

v. Facilitate walking and cycling use of Collum End Rise for pupils coming from the south east 
portion of Leckhampton and Pilley by introducing a pedestrian/cyclist friendly crossing of 
Church Road between the entrances to Collum End Rise and Kidnappers Lane. The latter 
could comprise a raised pedestrian ‘raft’ across Church Road that would have the advantage 
of slowing down traffic and discouraging motor vehicle use of the narrowest part of Church 
Road approaching the expanding primary school. 

 
Routes 3 and 4 Merlin Way and Moorend Park Road: 
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vi. The prospect of a housing development in the Northern Fields by Miller Homes offers the 
opportunity of working with developers to provide improved walking and cycling facilities 
while sharing the cost.  

 
 

* see footnotes (a), (b) and (c) at end of document 
 

vii. This could comprise separate cycling and walking paths from Merlin Way to the corner of 
Kidnappers Lane near the school using footpath LF6 for walking and utilising quiet roads at 
the margin of the proposed new estate for cycling.  

viii. GCC would then only have to fund cycle links to access these roads e.g. between the estate 
and Merlin Way.  

ix. Although in places narrow, upgrading the Public Right Of Way (PROW)* at the eastern 
margin of the Northern Fields between Merlin Way and the A46 Shurdington Road would 
offer a safer alternative for walking and reduce the need for pupils coming from the 
A46/Moorend Park Road junction to use Shurdington Road West of this footpath. 

x. Cycle tracks and walking paths* could be provided across the new estate from a new 
crossing on the A46 just west of Woodlands Road 

xi. Informal conversations between members of LWWHPC and representatives of Miller 
Homes (the Northern Field developers) suggest that co-operation would be forthcoming in 
the above areas as it would benefit both parties.  

 
Routes 5, 6 and 7 Up Hatherley Way (UHW), Fairfield Road, Salisbury Avenue and the Park: 
 
Several routes involve walking and cycling on the A46 Shurdington Road (routes 4, 5, 6, 7). 
These routes are problematic because of the narrow pavement, traffic volume and vehicle speed 
on the A46 Shurdington Road with limited opportunities for crossing.  
 

xii. The speed limit on the A46 Shurdington Road should be reduced to 30mph, possibly less at 
school times if required to ensure the safety of pupils, between the UHW roundabout and 
Moorend Park Road traffic lights. 

xiii. If cycling and walking routes utilising the A46 Shurdington Road are to be successful for 
their intended purpose they must be executed to a high standard such that parents have 
confidence that their children can use them safely, reliably and efficiently thereby 
minimising their exposure to pollution.  

xiv. The footpath on the A46 Shurdington Road is overly narrow in places for a safe, separate 
cycling track and walking path. It traverses multiple driveways exposing cyclists to risk at 
each intersection. The pavement on the Warden Hill side of Shurdington Road 100 metres 
either side of the Kidnappers Lane junction is currently too narrow in many places requiring 
users to step into the road to pass other people and therefore needs significant widening and 
hedges cut back. 

xv. The aim of any cycleways on these routes should be to minimise conflict by separating 
pedestrians from cyclists and motor vehicles from cyclists. 

xvi. Unless the issues above can be resolved pupils and parents may choose to avoid 
using the A46 Shurdington Road.  

xvii. Pupils from the Park could cross A46 Shurdington Road as for Route 4 
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xviii. Reducing traffic input to the A46 Shurdington Road by measures including Park and Ride. 
xix. Ideally there would be continuous linkage from the cycle path on UHW to the school, for 

example by a crossing, tunnel or footbridge, perhaps linking to an upgraded footpath from 
A46 to the Lanes/Brizen Farm environs. 

  
 
 

* see footnotes (a), (b) and (c) at end of document 
 

xx. Cycle storage:  The development proposals include the construction of 115 covered and 
secure cycle parking places. This will be adequate in the first year of school operation but 
given the school’s expectation of high numbers of pupils (and possibly staff) walking and 
cycling to school this amount of cycle storage may not be sufficient over time. Hence the 
secure cycle storage facilities should be reviewed over time and expanded as required. 
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F - CONCLUSION 
 
Unless the traffic consequences of building a new school can be mitigated there is likely to be 
widespread opposition to further development, whether a school or further housing, 
irrespective of the benefits accrued to some in the community. 
 
It is the view of Leckhampton and Warden Hill Parish Council (LWWHPC), including elected 
Cheltenham Borough and County representatives, that the measures so far proposed for travel 
plans and to mitigate the effect of increased traffic from building the new secondary school in 
Leckhampton do not go far enough to mitigate traffic or achieve the desired endpoint of greater 
than 90% of children walking and cycling to school. 
 
LWWHPC propose that GCC and CBC should take this opportunity to make Leckhampton an 
exemplar of active, sustainable travel and work co-operatively with all parties including 
housing developers. Given local constraints, to make cycling a more viable option may require 
some reallocation of road space, for example in parts of Kidnapper’s Lane, and reordering of 
priority between user groups. 
 
Major progress could be made to achieve the desired endpoint of more sustainable travel in the 
wider community and high numbers of pupils walking and cycling to school if some or all of 
the measures outlined in sections C - E of this document were adopted.  
 
Some of these measures are already included in the current proposals but at a low level of 
implementation that is unlikely to encourage sufficiently widespread usage. Others offer major 
potential benefits for the wider community at likely modest cost to the public purse, for 
example by working with housing developers to deliver linked cycle tracks and walkways. 
 
Local authorities could and should embrace the opportunity to make an ambitious step wise 
improvement in facilities for walking and cycling. This is consistent with Borough and County 
Council ‘Climate Emergency’ resolutions, government initiatives to improve public health, 
active travel, reduce pollution and enable sustainability. 
 
One of the core issues in the local traffic system is a high volume of traffic entering and leaving 
Cheltenham to and from the southwest via the A46 Shurdington Road and contributing to 
gridlock at rush hour. The £435 million A417 ‘Missing Link’ investment by Highways England 
offers a unique opportunity for strategic co-operation between GCC and Highways England.  
 
Creating a ‘Park and Ride’ facility at or near to the A417/A46 interchange would give 
commuters an alternative to private motorcars. The consequential reduction in the number of 
private vehicles entering the southwest Cheltenham road system would increase the likelihood 
of success for this major road scheme, reduce the chance of creating a traffic ‘bottleneck’ 
elsewhere and improve traffic congestion and pollution around the school.  
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Footnotes: 
 

(a) Access to rear of Leckhampton Primary School 
Although not part of this application, additional rear access to Leckhampton Primary 
School from footpath LF28 close to the corner of Burrows Field was previously 
advocated, cross party, to be included in the recent application 19/0026/CHR3MJ to 
expand the primary school. This was on the basis that a safe ‘green corridor’ away 
from roads, traffic and pollution would facilitate more walking and cycling. 
Reconsideration of the decision not to proceed with this would be widely welcomed 
as if enacted this proposal would enhance the utility of the paths already proposed to 
access the new secondary school given that they will be used by similar parents and 
children. 
 

(b) Several of the potential cycle ways and off road tracks mentioned above are currently 
unlit. In the interests of safety and utility, it is recommended that the introduction of 
timed low level lighting should be considered for these routes on a case by case basis 
to ensure they are suitable for year round use. Upgrading some of these routes, for 
example across Lott’s Meadow, will likely require widening and consent (or purchase 
of land) from landowners. 
 

(c) There are practical and legal differences between the terms ‘cycle lane’, ‘cycle path’ 
and ‘cycle track’. For the purposes of this document: 
 
A ‘cycle lane’ is 1.5-2m wide cycle lane on the road separated from traffic by a 
barrier or white line (preferably continuous making it mandatory for motorists). 
A ‘cycle path’ can be alongside a road but segregated with varying degrees of 
‘hardness’. 
A ‘cycle track’ is typically away from the road, can be purpose built or converted 
from footpaths (e.g. the existing public rights of way across farmland). If the latter, 
any change should be made so as not to disadvantage or conflict with existing users 
including ramblers.  

 
Whatever the measures introduced to encourage cycling and walking, safety and utility 
must be built in at all junctions and turnings.  
 
For additional information, see: 
 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachme
nt_data/file/9179/shared-use-routes-for-pedestrians-and-cyclists.pdf 
 
https://www.cyclinguk.org/campaigning/views-and-briefings/cycle-lanes-tracks-and-
shared-use-footways 
 
https://www.cyclinguk.org/campaigning/views-and-briefings/cycle-friendly-design-and-
planning-overview 
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Summary of new and supplementary proposals regarding cycling and walking (new school in Leckhampton) 
 
Paragraph Description Already in GCC 

planning 
documents 

Comment / notes  
 
 

Length 
(m) 
approx. 

C-1 and E-
xviii 

Build park-and-ride facility close to the 
A46/A417 junction 

No Reduce the number of private vehicles entering SW Cheltenham road system  N/A 

C-5 Introduce ‘school streets’  No Prohibit through traffic on Kidnappers Lane around school start and end times N/A 
C-6 Discouraging pupils from being driven 

to school by private cars  
No Parking restrictions and reduced opportunities for drive and drop close to the school N/A 

E-i Upgrade track across Lott’s Meadow for 
year round walking and cycling use 

Yes Needs separation of users to reduce conflict, safe connection to routes in Kidnappers 
lane (1) 

200 

E-ii Reinstate footpath at southern edge of 
Burrow’s Field 

No Needs buggy and cycle friendly connection to Lott’s Meadow (1) 200 

E-iii Upgrade footpath LF28 Yes Create additional rear access to Leckhampton Primary School (1) 150 

E-iv and 
C5 

Prohibit through traffic around school 
start / end times; reduce speed limit in 
Kidnappers Lane to 20 mph; 

No Stop Kidnappers Lane being used as a ‘rat run’; ensure walking path and cycle tracks 
installed to a good standard especially at transition and crossing points with 
separation between different modes of travel 

400 

E-v Safe crossing of Church Road between 
the entrances to Collum End Rise and 
Kidnappers Lane 

No  20 

E-vi, vii, x Connect to path systems of house 
developers 

No If Bovis Miller project goes ahead short connections between estate and Merlin Way, 
Kidnappers Lane and A46 should be built 

? 200 

E-ix Upgrade the PROW at the eastern 
margin of the Northern Fields between 
Merlin Way and A46 

No Should be suitable for walking but likely too narrow for cycling 200 

E-xii Reduce speed limit on A46 to 30 mph 
between the UHW roundabout and 
Moorend Park Road traffic lights 

No   

E-xiii-xvi A46 and Shurdington Road (if can be 
delivered fit for purpose) 

Yes Ensure walking path and cycle tracks installed to a good standard especially at 
transition and crossing points with separation between different modes of travel 

700  

E-xix Crossing A46 from UHW to Brizen farm 
footpath 

No Consider if additional crossing is feasible to connect to footpath and avoid use of 
narrow stretch of A46 – length depends on route 

300-600  

E-xx Ensure adequate secure cycle storage Yes Review provision and expand depending on take up of cycling   
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   Total up to 2670 m  

(1) May need timed low level ‘eco’ lighting if for year-round use 



Annex C 
 
Proposed Leckhampton Secondary School planning 
application 
Submission from Leckhampton with Warden Hill Parish Council 
 
 
Air pollution 
 

Executive summary 
The Air Quality Assessment, prepared by Air Quality Consultants (AQC), and submitted as 
part of the planning application for a new secondary school in Leckhampton, concludes 
that: the "air quality effects of the proposed school are judged not to be significant". 
 
Leckhampton with Warden Hill Parish Council (LwWHPC) asserts that the methodology of 
the pollution modelling contained in this assessment is flawed and that little confidence can 
be placed in this conclusion. 
 
Consequently, the public health risks to schoolchildren travelling to the proposed new 
school cannot be properly assessed. Given the rapidly growing evidence of the threat 
posed to public health by air pollution, the application should be refused until such time as a 
scientifically rigorous assessment of the air pollution risks has been carried out. 
 
In addition, no regard has been given to the government's stated intention to lower the 
annual legal limit for particulate pollution levels. Even on the AQC predictions, pollution 
levels when the school is built will exceed these new lower limits. 
 
No assessment of the risk to public health has been undertaken with regard to peak levels 
of particulates during school drop-off and pick-up times. This planning application should be 
refused on these grounds until some rigorous monitoring of both peak and average levels of 
PM2.5 pollution in particular has been carried out in the surrounding area to the school. 
  



AQC Report based on a deeply flawed methodology 
It is necessary to describe the methodology used by Air Quality Consultants to derive their 
predicted levels of air pollutants. Only by doing so is the unreliability of the conclusions 
appreciated. 
 
AQC have used a commercially available model (ADMS-Roads) to predict future levels of 
pollutants. This is a complex model into which AQC have inputted a variety of 
meteorological data (wind speed, direction, temperature, cloud cover, solar radiation), traffic 
flow data (Average Annual Daily Traffic flows, diurnal profiles, speeds, vehicle type 
breakdown, road widths) emissions profiles (types of traffic) and background concentrations 
of pollutants. 
 
A 'background concentration' is a DEFRA estimate of pollution if all local sources (roads, 
factories etc.) were removed – just what is transported into an area by wind. The estimates 
of background levels are based on data from National Monitoring stations overlaid with 
many assumptions about what needs to be subtracted due to different emission sources, in 
particular from road traffic levels. The nearest national monitoring sites to Cheltenham are 
in Bristol, Chepstow and Oxford. From these sites data has been extrapolated for all 1km x 
1km grid squares in between. Traffic data is overlaid onto these grid squares and emission 
factors are applied depending on the assumed profile of the traffic. 
 
The meteorological readings used in the model are taken from Fairford Airfield 32km away. 
Geographically and meteorologically this airfield is very different from the area around the 
proposed school being about 100 feet higher and with a large flat exposed area. By contrast 
the proposed school site is nestled under the Leckhampton Hill escarpment and frequently 
subjected to temperature inversions which trap air pollution. 
 
The model has been 'verified' against NO2 diffusion tube readings managed by Cheltenham 
Borough Council (CBC) from one site in Cheltenham (College Road). The way this has 
been done by taking the actual annual average reading from College Road, subtracting the 
DEFRA 'background' figure. In theory this difference should match the figure for 'road traffic' 
pollutants estimated by the model. 
 
The first challenge is that the reference NO2 site chosen, College Road, is a new CBC site 
and only has 5 monthly readings, not a full year (see the most recent Air Quality data 
available on the CBC website). 
 
The second challenge is that a 'NOx from NO2 calculator' has been used to estimate the 
'road NOx' component of the College Road reading. This calculator allows users to derive 
NO2 from NOx where this is predicted by traffic emissions models such as ADMS. It can 
also be used to estimate the road component of NOx from roadside NO2 diffusion tube 
measurements. There are a range of assumptions built into this calculator.  
 
When AQC compare the 'road NOx' predicted by the calculator with the 'road NOx' 
predicted by the ADMS model. The two figures differ by a factor of 5. This is described as 
an 'adjustment factor' (see A3.14, page 55). 
AQC then outline some different calculations taking into account the view that diesel cars 
and vans registered after 2020 will not emit significantly less NOx than earlier models. This 
set of calculations requires an 'adjustment factor' of 5.8 to be applied to the ADMS model. 
 



The consultants remark (A3.15): "The factor implies that the unadjusted model is under-
predicting the road-NOx contribution. This is a common experience with this and most other 
road traffic emissions dispersion models." 
 
This comparison is weak as it only uses a single data point, College Road. The authors of 
the report have not considered what the level of variation around this 'adjustment factor' is 
likely to be. 
 
AQC accept that "there is much uncertainty in modelling predictions" (section 3.12, page 
16). They go on to claim (section 3.13) that "because the model has been verified and 
adjusted, there can be reasonable confidence in the prediction of base year (2018) 
concentrations."  
 
However it is important to note that the model has not been verified for particulates at all 
(section A3.19). This is because there are no actual measurements of particulates in 
Cheltenham, (apart from those very recently begun by Leckhampton with Warden Hill 
Parish Council).  Instead, the same adjustment factor for NOx is also applied to the ADMS 
predictions for particulates. There is no rationale provided for doing this, and the fact that 
the baseline 2018 predictions for particulates are unverified is not mentioned in the main 
section of the report. 
 
This commentary on the methodology has been necessary to demonstrate how insecure 
the foundations are from which the predicted annual levels of pollutants have been 
calculated. The model needs an adjustment factor of nearly 6, the 'verification' is based on a 
single data point and there has been no work done to establish the likely level of statistical 
variation built into this adjustment factor. Therefore, little confidence can be placed in the 
2018 base predictions or the predictions for future years.  As the consultants themselves 
state (section 3.14) "Predicting pollutant concentrations in a future year will always be 
subject to a greater uncertainty... and it is necessary to rely on a series of projections 
provided by DfT and Defra as to what will happen to traffic volumes, background pollutant 
concentrations and vehicle emissions." 
 
The predictions for 2021 rest upon the predictions for 2018. If, as demonstrated, the 2018 
predictions are unsound, then the case underpinning the 2021 figures collapses. 
 
In addition, the DfT and Defra projections for traffic volumes, background pollutants and 
vehicles emissions used by AQC for the period 2018 to 2021 appear to be optimistic, 
demonstrated by Table 4 on page 24 which summarizes predicted NO2 levels for 2018 and 
2021. Choosing the 9 sites along the Shurdington Road (Receptors 28 to 36), applying the 
Defra/DfT projections to the ADMS model results in a fall of NO2 of 13% across these 9 
sites. Table A3.2 (page 52) gives the figures for traffic volumes that have been modelled – 
and the increase along the stretch of road covered by these 9 sites is 13% in Average 
Annual Daily Traffic. (Both figures are from the 'without scheme' columns, so they do not 
factor in the school.) 
 
This means that the projections input into the model are giving a result where traffic is 
increasing 13%, but NO2 levels are falling by 13% which is scarcely credible. The latest 
report on Road Transport and air emissions from the Office of National Statistics (Sept 
2019) 1 states that: "Reducing emissions from road transport remains a significant 
challenge... at the end of 2018, 0.5% of all vehicles licensed in the UK were ultra-low 



emission vehicles." There are also widespread doubts (as voiced by AQC themselves, see 
section A3.5, page 53 and the AQC paper referred to there) that the pollution performance 
of diesel cars and vans will improve in the future. 
 
 
Public health risks not properly considered 
It follows that since the methodology used in the AQC report submitted with this planning 
application is flawed, there can be no confidence in the predicted levels of pollutants. 
 
In the absence of reliable figures, the public health risks to schoolchildren of building a 
school in the proposed location cannot be assessed. 
 
Air pollution is now widely recognized as a major threat to public health, particularly for 
children.  Toxic air is now the biggest environmental risk of early death2. The World Health 
Organization has described it as "a global public health emergency". 
 
The BMJ reported that toxic air significantly increases the risk of low birth weight leading to 
lifelong damage to health. The doctors involved called this finding "something approaching 
a public health catastrophe" 3. 
 
Millions of premature births may be linked to air pollution4, birth defects5, cognitive 
impairment6, 7, an increase in asthma8 9 and a 40% increase in the chance of developing 
dementia in London10. 
 
The most damaging form of air pollution are tiny particles, which not only damage the lungs 
but enter the bloodstream. Most particles in towns like Cheltenham will come from 
motorised traffic, particularly diesel-powered vehicles. Nitrogen dioxide also mainly 
produced by diesel vehicles (but also gas boilers), not only forms particles but also causes 
harm when inhaled as a gas. 
 
In June 2019, Channel 4 Dispatches, the award-winning current affairs programme, 
investigated 'Britain's Toxic Air Scandal'. They worked with researchers at University 
College London (UCL) and Dyson Labs to investigate children's exposure to air 
pollution.  Despite evidence that tens of thousands of residents are dying prematurely every 
year in the UK due to toxic air, the investigation focused on children's health given that one 
in three children are breathing unsafe levels of air pollution in our towns and cities across 
Britain.  
 
The Dispatches Investigation reported new findings in a world first experiment studying 
children's exposure to particulates. Research teams across the world have demonstrated 
increased heart and lung disease and cancer linked directly to the air pollution containing 
small sub 2.5-micron particulates (PM2.5).  In children, PM2.5 exposure results in a reduced 
lung and brain development.  The experimental work carried out by UCL and Dyson Labs 
produced two important new findings, firstly that the largest exposure to harmful air 
pollutants was on the journey to and from school and secondly that every new car is 
producing PM2.5 pollutants, even electric cars, with 50% originating from car tyres and 
brakes. 
 
Faced with this growing body of evidence, it is surprising that such a major development as 
a new school could be proposed without a rigorous understanding of the health risks to 



schoolchildren from building the school in the location intended. The AQC report 
accompanying the planning application fails to provide this understanding, and hence the 
planning application must be refused until such time as a scientifically valid assessment has 
been performed. 
 
 
Particulates: risks of exceeding annual mean thresholds 
This conclusion is amplified further by the knowledge that the government is committed to 
reducing the legal limits for PM2.5 particulates to the World Health Organization guideline of 
an annual mean of 10 ug/m3 (UK Government Clean Air Strategy 2019 11).  
 
The Air Quality report not only fails to reference this impending lower threshold, it also says 
that "the current PM2.5 objective (of an annual mean of 25 ug/m3) which is to be met by 
2020, is not in Regulations and there is no requirement for local authorities to meet it." 
(page 32 of the Air Quality Assessment). 
 
This is at odds with the spirit of the Air Quality Standards Regulations 2010. The Act (25:1) 
says that "the Secretary of State must ensure that all necessary measures not entailing 
disproportionate costs are taken in relation to England with a view to attaining the national 
exposure reduction target (i.e. an annual mean exposure to PM2.5 of 25 ug/m3) by 2020."  
 
25:2 goes on to say: "The Secretary of State must ensure that all appropriate measures are 
taken in relation to England with a view to ensuring that the AEI (Annual Exposure Indicator) 
for 2015 does not exceed 20 µg/m3. " 
 
The Parliament Environmental Audit Select Committee has recently published its most 
recent audit 12 (17 Sept 2019) where it recommends that: "any new legislation on clean air 
brings UK legal limits for air pollution in line with WHO recommended limits (10 ug/m³)." 
 
We have already established that the methodology used to predict likely PM2.5 levels in the 
Air Quality annex is not based on any local measurements and have been derived by 
applying a 'rule of thumb' conversion factor to Nitrogen Dioxide estimates that are in turn 
based on predictions from a model whose assumptions are so unreliable that an 
'adjustment factor' of 5.8 has been applied. 
 
The PM2.5 estimates given in the report (8.1 ug/m3 to 10.8 ug/m3, pages 30 and 32) 
therefore cannot be relied upon.  
 
But even if they were taken as reasonably accurate, they would show that even without 
building the school, the area would be in breach of the new PM2.5 estimates that are almost 
certain to be in place before the school is completed. 
 
Given the unreliable nature of the annual mean PM2.5 estimates in the report, there is a very 
high risk that schoolchildren will be exposed to what will be illegal levels of PM2.5 pollution, 
based on an annual mean threshold of 10 ug/m3 which the government has committed to 
introducing. On these grounds alone, the planning application is questionable. 
 
 
  



Health risks from exposure to peak levels of particulates 
Although there are currently no legal limits for peak thresholds for exposure to PM2.5, given 
the rapidly growing evidence of the threat posed to health, it is likely that peak limit levels for 
particulates will be introduced.  
 
The Clean Air Strategy 2019 is a high level strategy which commits the government to 
applying the WHO annual mean guideline for PM2.5 .  The WHO also specifies that the 24 
hour mean for PM2.5 should not exceed 25 ug/m3 – it is therefore likely that when detailed 
legislation is introduced, this 24 hour mean threshold will also be introduced. 
 
Leckhampton with Warden Hill Parish Council has undertaken some limited sampling of 
peak PM2.5 pollution in the Church Road area. A LIbelium monitoring device, which has 
reasonably good correlation against a DEFRA reference site, shows that for 1 in 3 days 
during the school drop off time, the roads around Leckhampton School have dangerously 
high levels of PM2.5, in excess of both EU and WHO thresholds. In the absence of any 
nearby industrial pollution sources, the vast majority of this pollution will be from traffic. 
 
The Parish Council has also recently installed a PurpleAir monitoring device in 
Leckhampton Road. The sensors inside this device have been assessed as accurate by an 
EU Commission report 13, and also by a broad range of academic research articles. This 
device regularly shows levels of PM2.5 pollution exceeding 20 ug/m3 for many hours and 
hitting peaks of over 50 ug/m3. 
 
The Parish Council has been using DEFRA approved diffusion tube analysis for over a year 
to monitor Nitrogen Dioxide pollution around the parish. From this monitoring programme, 
Nitrogen Dioxide pollution levels on the Shurdington Road are shown to be 50% higher than 
on Leckhampton Road. Hence it is assumed that levels of particulate pollution will be 
greater on Shurdington Road by a similar factor. 
 
No work has been done to understand current levels of peak PM2.5 pollution on travel routes 
to the proposed school or if future levels of traffic and pollution increase. Higher levels of 
particulates than the annual mean are expected during school drop off time and in the rush 
hour.  Evidence from sampling work undertaken by Leckhampton with Warden Hill Parish 
Council is that peak levels of PM2.5 pollution will already be in excess of the 24 hour WHO 
threshold that is likely to become UK law.  
 
As noted earlier, Table A3.2 of the Air Quality Report uses Cotswold Transport Planning 
data to estimate that Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) on the Shurdington Road will 
increase by between 12.6% and 13.6% at different points along Shurdington Road, 
between 2018 and 2021. This is before the extra traffic from the proposed school is factored 
in, and these extra volumes of traffic will inevitably increase levels of particulate pollution at 
peak times, even higher. 
 
Both CBC and Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) have overlooked the need to monitor 
particulate pollution as a general public health issue and in regard to this planning 
application.  
 
This situation is compounded by proposing to site the new school close to a busy road 
(A46) which many pupils will have to walk or cycle along and is likely already in breach of 
the peak '24 hour mean' WHO limit on particulate pollution. 



 
This planning application should therefore not proceed until some rigorous pollution 
monitoring has been carried out in the surrounding area to the school, particularly regarding 
peak and average levels of PM2.5 particulates  
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Annex D 
 
Proposed Leckhampton Secondary School planning 
application 
Submission from Leckhampton with Warden Hill Parish Council 
 
regarding 
 
GCC pupil projections at secondary level 
 

 

Executive summary 
The Parish Council has looked at two different pupil projections prepared by GCC. One is 
the 'Strategic Review of Secondary Education Planning in Cheltenham November 2017' 
(which we will refer to as the '2017 projections'), and the other is a more recent spreadsheet 
supplied by Clare Medland, (Head of Commissioning for Learning, GCC) entitled '2019 
Cheltenham Planning Area Secondary forecasts - impact of new sec school'. We will refer 
to this as the '2019 projections'. We have also looked at published overviews of how GCC 
carries out Pupil Place Planning. 
 
We submit that: 
• there is sufficient doubt about the reliability and accuracy of the model used to generate 

the pupil projections, to question the need for a school at the size of 900 new places in 
Cheltenham 

• Birth rate data from ONS shows demographic demand falling after 2027, meaning the 
demand from demographic changes is not sustained in the long-term 

• even if the GCC projections for Cheltenham as a whole were accepted, GCC has not 
presented evidence that the demand is based in the Leckhampton/south Cheltenham 
area. On the contrary, on GCC's own figures, only around 200 new places in total, 
across all years, would be needed in the Leckhampton/south Cheltenham area. 

• That is why we would like to have full visibility of all GCC planning assumptions on 
educational need, to be reassured that GCC’s original assessment remains valid 

 
 
 
  



Our understanding of the pupil place planning methodology 
As we understand it, a bespoke GCC model creates base projections for each school in a 
School Planning Area, and then compares these projected numbers to the planned capacity 
of each school. 
 
Any excess is entered in the spreadsheets as a line described as 'unplaced' pupils. 
 
In addition to 'planned capacity' and 'unplaced pupils' the projection spreadsheets add two 
further lines of demand. 
 
One is the need for additional pupil places from new housing developments, and the last 
one is 'in year-capacity'. 
 
We have the following concerns with the pupil projections used to justify the demand for a 
900 pupil new school in Leckhampton 
 
 
1: The GCC pupil planning model appears to be based primarily on birth rate 
and new housing developments 
The GCC document 'School Places Strategy 2018 -2023' states that the GCC faces two 
specific issues in managing school places: birth rates and significant housing development. 
(Section A5, page 9). 
"The demographic trend in the school population age range is largely driven by the birth 
rate." 
"The anticipated scale of expansion of population in Gloucestershire will require the review 
of school provision in a number of areas. The timescale and order of priority for such 
reviews is significantly influenced by the district's individual housing strategies, changes in 
the birth rate and migration etc" 
 
 
2: The birth rate bulge of 2006/2007 has not translated into an equivalent bulge 
in new Year 7 secondary school entrants 
In 2006 and 2007, the birth rate in Cheltenham went up by around 10% – an increase of an 
extra 232 births over the two year period. 
 
Although we have not seen 'inside' the GCC planning model that generates the pupil 
projections, we can be certain from the GCC School Places Strategy 2018-2023 that this 
has been a key driver of the projections. 
 
This is confirmed by Tim Browne (Head of Education, GCC), who wrote to a local resident 
on 6th December 2017 saying: "we see an increase of 21% (232 children) to the Year 7 
intake in Cheltenham between 2016 and 2018 as these children move into the secondary 
phase of their education.” 
 
If there was a direct link between birth rate and school numbers, then you would expect to 
see a corresponding bulge come though in pupil numbers 11 years later, in the 2017 and 
2018 entry years. 
 
The chart below shows that this has not happened. (Pate's School has been excluded as it 
draws pupils from outside Cheltenham.) 



 

 
 
The total jump in pupil numbers across all 5 Cheltenham schools has only gone up by 89 
pupils as a result of the 2 year birth rate bulge – not the 232 that Tim Browne has said 
would come through.  
 
This equates to around 40 to 50 more pupils entering at Year 7 during these two 'bulge 
years. 
 
 
3: Birth rate increase is not sustained 
The GCC has said (Tim Browne, 6 December 2017): “This trend (of an increased birth rate) 
is repeated every year to the end of the forecast period in 2027, showing a sustained level 
of demand which will significantly outstrip the supply of secondary places in the town, 
particularly concentrated in the south.” 
 
However, ONS (Office of National Statistics) data for birth rates in Cheltenham show that 
the number of births in 2007 (entry year 2018) is 1358.  
 
The average number of births over each of the years 2008 to 2018 (which translates into 
Year 7 entry in 2019 to 2029) is 1340. 
 
But the latest 2017 and 2018 birth rate figures for Cheltenham show the birth rate falling 
back down to pre-bulge levels. The actual figures are 1258 births in 2017, and 1225 in 
2018. 
 
So the GCC assumption of a “sustained level of demand” is contradicted by the two most 
recent years. The ONS says the birth rate (measured as a proportion of the total population) 
has hit a record low, driven by falling fertility rates and an ageing population. 
 
So there is no demographic pressure from birth rate that is going to increase Year 7 
entry to a higher level than it currently is. And it is likely that there will be a small 
drop in pupil numbers by the time we reach 2028. 
 
 

Pupil numbers at Cheltenham secondary schools

2011/2012 2012/2013 2013/2014 2014/2015 2015/2016 2016/2017 2017/2018

2018/2019 
(taken from 
May 2019 
census)

change 
between 

2011/12 to 
2018/19

change 
between 
2016/17 
entry to 
2018/19 

entry
All Saints 833 909 952 955 970 922 901 879 5.2% -4.9%
Balcarras 1333 1325 1337 1354 1379 1390 1402 1375 3.1% -1.1%
Bournside 1689 1653 1692 1677 1652 1646 1662 1676 -0.8% 1.8%
Chosen Hill 1417 1396 1402 1412 1411 1362 1365 1335 -6.1% -2.0%
Pittville 687 646 566 559 580 588 662 732 6.1% 19.7%
Total 5959 5929 5949 5957 5992 5908 5992 5997 0.6% 1.5%

Cleeve 1582 1555 1550 1541 1495 1507 1460 1447 -9.3% -4.1%
Winchcombe 477 478 471 477 470 484 489 490 2.7% 1.2%
Total 2059 2033 2021 2018 1965 1991 1949 1937 -6.3% -2.8%

Total including Cleeve 
and Winchcombe 8018 7962 7970 7975 7957 7899 7941 7934 -1.1% 0.4%



4: Is migration into the catchment area a significant factor? 
GCC cite migration into catchment areas as one of the potential factors that could increase 
demand for secondary school places. 
 
Again, we have not seen 'inside' the model to know what assumptions are made on 
migration. 
 
But ONS data for 2010 (Population Turnover Rates) shows this is likely to be a very small 
factor. From looking at GP Patient Register Records, the ONS calculated that in the 
Leckhampton and Warden Hill District Wards, there was a net inward migration of 19 people 
aged between 1 and 14 in a year. 
 
The ONS sadly do not have more up-to-date data, which is why we are keen to see all the 
assumptions used by GCC. 
 
What this means is that migration into the Leckhampton and Warden Hill wards is 
only of the order of 1 or 2 Year 7 age pupils each year. 
 
 
5: Increase in projected pupil places based on new housing 
There are significant changes between the 2017 projections and the 2019 projections, with 
regard to the demand for pupil places created by new housing. 
 
Total pupil forecast from 
housing 

2017 projections 2019 projections 

2018-19 63 – 
2019-20 165 0 
2020-21 251 104 
2021-22 312 185 
2022-23 363 261 
2023-24 363 331 
2024-25 – 364 
2025-26 – 364 

 
 
GCC has also significantly changed the way in which it calculates the demand generated by 
new housing. 
 
According to published GCC overviews of Pupil Planning, in 2015 the ratio used for primary 
pupils was 25 primary pupils per 100 dwellings. 
 
This figure has been revised upwards in 2018 to 28 primary pupils, and revised upwards 
again in 2019 to between 37 and 42 primary pupils (depending on the size of the housing 
development.) 
 
The ratio for secondary pupils has been increased from a range of 12 to 15 per 100 
dwellings in 2018 to a range of 19 to 21 pupils. 
 



The GCC say in their explanation of pupil place planning: "There is no one specific reason 
as to why the numbers of children have risen so dramatically, other than there has been a 
rise in the birth rate and there has been an increase in the number of children arising from 
affordable/housing association housing." 
 
These two reasons cannot explain – in relation to the Leckhampton area – this sudden 
change in the pupil yield ratios by 50%. 
 
It is also clear that some of the new housing developments anticipated at the time of the 
2017 projections have not occurred or been delayed. 
 
 
6: Location of new housing development 
The 2019 projections break down the anticipated demand from new housing into 3 
categories: 
• 'Chelt Commitments' 
• 'Chelt – Land West Chelt – Hesters Way, Springbank' 
• 'Chelt – Land to the West of Farm Lane Shurdington' 
 
The Parish Council assumes that only the last of these three – the Redrow development – 
is located in, or close to, the catchment area for the proposed school in Leckhampton. 
 
Development in this category only contributes (according to the 2019 spreadsheet) 
55 out of the 364 new pupil places that GCC attribute to new housing development. 
 
 
7: Increase in projected pupil places due to changes to 'in-year capacity' 
The Parish Council notes that the number of additional places projected as a result of 'in-
year capacity' has jumped from 2.5% of the total Number on Roll, in the 2017 projections, to 
5% in the 2019 projections. 
 
We are not sure what this relates to, why it has doubled between the two sets of 
projections, and why it justifies a demand for 54 additional Year 7 places each year. 
 
 
8: The GCC pupil planning model wrongly assumes the Cheltenham school 
planning area is a self-contained unit 
The Cheltenham Planning Area is not an easy concept to define and there is a very 
complex pattern of secondary pupil movement in and out of Cheltenham – which the GCC 
model does not appear to take account of. 
 
In some documents GCC include Pates Grammar, and in others it is excluded.  
 
The Cheltenham Planning Area model on which both the 2017 and 2019 projections are 
based, only contains All Saints, Balcarras, Bournside, Pates and Pittville. 
 
Yet Chosen Hill, Cleeve and Winchcombe, although outside Cheltenham, take many pupils 
who came through Cheltenham primary schools and they could be considered as 
Cheltenham area comprehensive schools. The capacity of these schools is not considered 
in the Cheltenham projections. 



 
 
9: How does the model take account of the impact of grammar schools and 
private schools? 
The impact of grammar school selection is a significant factor in undermining the reliability 
of projected numbers into Cheltenham comprehensive schools. As well as admissions into 
Pates, there are significant numbers of Cheltenham primary school pupils who transfer to 
Gloucester grammar schools. The admission of Cheltenham pupils into Gloucester 
grammar schools has increased in recent years as these schools have expanded their 
intake. Also many of these pupils may live in the catchment area of the proposed school. 
 
Since the closure of Christs College (formerly St Benedict’s School) there is no Catholic 
secondary school in Cheltenham which has resulted in increased numbers of Cheltenham 
primary school pupils transferring to St Peters School in Gloucester. 
 
A further factor in the south and east of Cheltenham is the impact of private schools. There 
will be a number of pupils in state primary schools who transfer to private schools in the 
secondary sector, particularly St Edwards, again impacting on the assumed numbers for a 
new school in the south of Cheltenham. 
 
 
10: How attractive will the proposed school be to parents in the local area? 
The proposed new school will be an 11-16 secondary without a sixth form and without an 
academic track record verified by Ofsted inspections. The Parish Council thinks this could 
undermine its attractiveness to discerning parents in the south and east of Cheltenham who 
will continue to prefer the two established and high performing 11-18 comprehensives or 
grammar schools. As a result the school is likely to draw pupils from the area to the north 
and east of the town centre which undermines any projections about pupils walking or 
cycling to the new school. 
 
 
Conclusions 
The GCC stress that pupil place planning is an art not a science.  The School Places 
Strategy 2018-2023 says: 
"Forecasting future demand for school places is an art not a science and is based on broad 
assumptions (our emphasis) which have to be made about movements in and out of any 
locality, the pace of individual developments, patterns of occupation and not least the 
parental preference for places at individual schools. This will be a function of geography 
(distance a pupil lives from school), school reputation, past and present achievement levels 
and the availability of alternative provision, changing patterns of birth rates, hence the need 
to review on an annual basis." 
 
Clearly the bespoke model used to generate the projections contains assumptions and 
heuristics about all these issues. As with all models, the more variables and assumptions 
involved, the more unreliable the outputs can be. This would perhaps explain why the need 
for a 900 place school was not apparent to GCC during the development of the Joint Core 
Strategy. 
 
Our analysis of the projections above has highlighted some specific concerns about the 
projections. It is also arguable that the secondary schools in the Cheltenham Planning area 



have 'spare' capacity of the order of several hundred pupils – based on numbers of pupils 
they have previously had on roll. And that this figure increases if Cleeve and Chosen Hill 
are included. 
 
But certain key points are unchallengeable and based on actual data: 
• in so much as birth rates can be reliably used to predict pupil numbers at particular 

schools (see sections 8, 9, 10 above), the demographic bulge of 2006/7 lasts for 10 
years then falls back to previous levels. 

• The impact of the 2006/7 bulge has been of the order of 40 to 50 additional pupils/year 
– based on actual school census data for 2017 and 2018 entry years. 

• These additional 'base' numbers are of course spread evenly across Cheltenham 
• Over 50% of the secondary capacity in Cheltenham is currently provided by Balcarras 

and Bournside – the new school would be only around 500m from Bournside. 
• Only 15% of the anticipated demand from new housing is in the south of Cheltenham 

within walking or cycling distance of the new school. 
• This means that over 300 of the new places projected would be completely outside a 

geographical catchment area of the proposed school, with the Redrow development 
assumed to generate a demand of 55 new places by 2025. 

• Excluding the allowance for 'in year capacity' there are another 340 places that make up 
the rest of the projected shortfall of places by 2025. These will of course be reasonably 
evenly distributed across Cheltenham. Therefore, less than half of this number, at most 
around 150 extra places, would be within walking or cycling distance of the new school. 

 
For these reasons, we submit that: 
• there is sufficient doubt about the reliability and accuracy of the model used to generate 

the pupil projections, to question the need for a school at the size of 900 new places in 
Cheltenham 

• Birth rate data from ONS shows demographic demand falling after 2027, meaning the 
demand from demographic changes is not sustained in the long-term 

• even if the GCC projections for Cheltenham as a whole were accepted, GCC has not 
presented evidence that the demand is based in the Leckhampton/south Cheltenham 
area. On the contrary, on GCC's own figures, only around 200 new places in total, 
across all years, would be needed in the Leckhampton/south Cheltenham area. 

• That is why we would like to have full visibility of all GCC planning assumptions on 
educational need, to be reassured that GCC’s original assessment remains valid 
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1 About the review 
1.1 Instruction 

1.1.1 Lepus Consulting has been instructed by Leckhampton and Warden Hill 
Parish Council to conduct an independent review of the impact of the 
proposed secondary school on the habitat and species at the Land at Farm 
Lane, Leckhampton.  

1.2 Limitations 

1.2.1 This report has been prepared using best available information at the time 
of writing.  No survey work has been prepared to inform this report and a 
brief site walkover was undertaken on 11th September 2019. 

1.3 The Planning Application 

1.3.1 The Planning Application (Application No: 19/0058/CHR3MJ) is for the 
construction of a new 6 forms of entry secondary school building, with a 
new all-weather pitch, sports playing fields, a multi-use games area, onsite 
parking and other associated works.   

1.3.2 The Site is located on open fields with well-connected hedgerows and trees 
at Farm Lane/Kidnappers Lane, Cheltenham, Gloucestershire at national 
grid reference SO 93755 19769.  The Hatherley Brook is adjacent to the Site 
and Leckhampton Hill and Charlton Kings Common SSSI is located 1.3km 
to the west, overlooking the Site.  

1.4 Review of the PEA 

1.4.1 Based on inspection of drawings, statements, Preliminary Ecological 
Appraisal (PEA)1 and a brief site walkover.  Lepus finds the ecology report 
undertaken by Wild Service to be a comprehensive study of the land off 
Farm Lane, Cheltenham.  However, it is understood that the PEA is interim, 
and a final version will be available at a later date.  Final results of survey 
work are required before the application can be determined.   

                                                
1 Wild Service (2019) Land off Farm Lane, Leckhampton. Interim Preliminary Ecological Appraisal & 
Protected Species Report, Available at: 
http://caps.gloucestershire.gov.uk/gccdocs/gcc_docs_start.asp?action=show&appName=planning&a
ppNumber=19/0058/CHR3MJ  
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1.4.2 A summary of the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal is provided in Appendix 
A and has been reviewed against the CIEEM Guidelines for Preliminary 
Ecological Appraisal2.    

  

                                                
2 CIEEM (2017) Guidelines for Peliminary Ecological Appraisal, Available at: https://cieem.net/wp-
content/uploads/2019/02/Guidelines-for-Preliminary-Ecological-Appraisal-Jan2018-1.pdf  
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2 Recommendations 
2.1 About the recommendations 

2.1.1 Recommendations in this report are based on best practice and legislation 
policy and guidance.   

2.2 Recommendations in the PEA 

2.2.1 Recommendations have been made in Appendix 3 of the PEA report.  They 
include: 

• Bat boxes; 
• Bird boxes; 
• Reptile and amphibian hibernacula; and 
• Planting for wildlife. 

2.3 Lepus Advice and Recommendations  

2.3.1 Paragraph 4.1.5 of the PEA report notes that “the large ash by the brook in 
the south-eastern corner of Field 2B will be removed and the crack willow 
near the stables in Field 2B will be pollarded”.  

2.3.2 The report states that the crack willow (Salix fragilis) has mistletoe (Viscum 
album) growing on the branches of the tree.  It would be helpful to maintain 
a good population of mistletoe and any pollarding should ideally seek to 
retain some mistletoe.   

2.3.3 Mistletoe supports a specialised community of invertebrates including the 
Mistletoe Marble moth Celypha woodiana3 which is a UK BAP Priority 
Species, protected under Section 41 under the NERC Act 2006.  Its 
distribution across the England and Wales is limited to six counties, 
including Gloucestershire.  This species occurs in orchards, hedgerows and 
in open situations where Mistletoe grows.  It is recommended that the PEA 
considers invertebrates within the desk study.   

2.3.4 It is recommended that prior to the removal of any trees on Site, an 
ecologist should check for bat roosting potential.  Any removal of trees or 
buildings should only be undertaken at an appropriate time of year e.g. 
between October and March.  This would also apply to removal of the 
stable.  

                                                
3 Butterfly Conservation, Mistletoe Marble Fact Sheet, Available at: https://butterfly-
conservation.org/sites/default/files/mistletoe-marble-factsheet-psf.pdf  
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2.3.5 It is recommended that prior to the removal of any trees on Site, an 
ecologist should check for evidence of breeding birds.  Any removal of 
trees or buildings should be only undertaken at an appropriate time of year 
e.g. between October and January.  This would also apply to removal of 
the stable.   

2.3.6 Section 4.1.2 of the PEA report states “the brookside vegetation in the form 
of trees, shrubs and tall herb serves as a valuable wildlife corridor”.  
Therefore, it is recommended that any fencing proposed, that borders the 
Hatherley Brook should be required to apply an 8m buffer.  This will allow 
for the retention of supporting habitat surrounding the brook and should 
minimise disturbance to the wildlife corridor.   

2.3.7 Table 4 of the PEA report states that hedgerow H2 and H5 are species rich 
hedgerow of relatively high ecological value and will be retained except for 
the creation of a 20m access track through a section of H2.  However, there 
is a discrepancy between the PEA and the technical layout4 of the site as 
hedgerow H2 has been removed in the technical layout.  Hedgerow 
removal should only take place so long as it complies with the Hedgerow 
Regulations 1997.  It may be necessary to provide compensatory hedgerow 
habitat if any hedgerow is to be removed. 

2.4 Lighting strategy 

2.4.1 The external lighting design5 displays proposed lighting along the east 
border of Field 2A and 2B which abut Hatherley Brook.  Trees along this 
edge were assessed for bat roost potential (BRP).  One tree was identified 
as having ‘High’ BRP, one tree was identified as having ‘Moderate/High’ 
BRP and three trees were identified as ‘Moderate’ BRP.  A sensitive lighting 
strategy should be applied to this area of the Site to minimise disturbance 
for bats.  

2.4.2 Lighting spill impacts associated with the lighting at the all-weather sports 
pitch have been evaluated in terms of light spill onto nearby trees at the 
Hatherley Brook.  There is no mention of the significance of how significant 
the trees that line the brook might be as a bat commuting corridor.  Later 
reports may address this issue.    

                                                
4 AHR Architects (2019) Cheltenham School, Available at: 
http://caps.gloucestershire.gov.uk/gcc_images/19_0058_CHR3MJ_PLN_XX_ZZ_VS_A_2011_RevP1.p
df  
5 Hydrock (2019) External Lighting Design Note, Available at: 
http://caps.gloucestershire.gov.uk/gcc_images/19_0058_CHR3MJ_LIGHT_REP.pdf  
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2.4.3 The PEA states that “Low UV lighting will be used and the colour 
temperature should be 3000K or less for all lights”.  The guidance notice6 
issued by the Institution of lighting Professionals and Bat Conservation 
Trust states that lighting as low as 2700K can be used with little reduction 
to lumen output and cause less impacts on bats.  It is therefore 
recommended that Low UV lighting should be 2700K for all lights.    

2.4.4 The lighting strategy proposes that lights should be switched off between 
22:00 and 06:00.  Due to the close proximity of lighting to habitats 
identified as having moderate to high BRP and the suspected importance 
of the Hatherley Brook as a commuting corridor for bats, in particular the 
Habitats Directive Annex II protected Lesser Horseshoe bat, an earlier 
curfew could be applied to the site during the May-September (inclusive) 
period when bats will be on the wing.  Monitoring the impact of lighting is 
recommended through post-completion lighting surveys, should there be 
no significant impact on bats, the curfew could be relaxed.  

2.5 Legislation, Policy and guidance considerations 

2.5.1 Paragraph 4.1.1 of the ecological report states “the semi-improved fields 
(Fields 2A and 2B) are of moderate ecological value. As these will be lost 
during the proposed development, the landscaping scheme include 
wildflower meadow areas and species rich in tall grassland strips [sic]”. 
Field 2B marked as traditional orchard priority habitat7.  The site walkover 
revealed that field 2B is no longer an orchard. The NPPF states in 
paragraph 174b8:  

“To protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should 
promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority 
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority 
species; and identify and peruse opportunities for securing measurable net 
gains for biodiversity.”   

2.5.2 To contribute towards the provision of biodiversity net gain at the Site, 
restoration of the traditional orchard priority habitat within a section of 
Field 2B could be created.  

                                                
6 Institution of Lighting Professionals & Bat Conservation Trust (2018) Bats and artificial lighting in the 
UK, Available at: https://www.bats.org.uk/news/2018/09/new-guidance-on-bats-and-lighting  
7 Defra (2019) Magic, Available at: https://magic.defra.gov.uk  
8 National Planning Policy Framework (2019), Available at: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/
810197/NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf  
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2.5.3 The PPG on the Natural Environment9 was updated in July 2019.  The 
guidance includes new details about the net gain and how it should be 
delivered.  A biodiversity baseline should be calculated prior to 
development so that biodiversity net gain can be calculated using Defra’s 
Biodiversity Metric10.   

2.5.4 In partnership, CIRIA, CIEEM and IEMA have also produced a practical 
guide to ‘Biodiversity net gain. Good practice principles for development’11.  
This guidance helps to achieve a measurable, overall gain for biodiversity 
and the services ecosystems provide while directly contributing towards 
nature conservation priorities. 

2.5.5 The PEA does not appear to explore or present an analysis of net gain 
principles therefore, recommendations within the PEA report could be 
strengthened regarding the provision of net gain on Site and its ability to 
be resilient to future pressures, providing genuine additional benefits to 
the environment. 

2.5.6 For example, the Planting Plan and Schedule12 proposes that “ornamental 
hedgerow and shrubs” be planted.  The avoidance of ornamental planting 
is recommended as native species would provide genuine benefits for 
biodiversity, helping to create wildlife corridors.  Where the delivery of 
native species is not practical, ornamental species with environmental 
benefits such a species good for pollinators, should be selected.   

  

                                                
9 PPG Natural Environment (2019) GOV.UK, Available at: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/natural-
environment  
10 Defra (2019) The Biodiversity Metric 2.0, User Guide, Available at: 
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=4&ved=2ahUKEwjNzZHYkPHk
AhXLQEEAHR2ED_wQFjADegQIBBAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fpublications.naturalengland.org.uk%2Ffil
e%2F4813483139137536&usg=AOvVaw0kI90Paft7yIlxjPod3daH [Date Accessed: 17/09/19] 
11 Biodiversity net gain: Good practice principles for development (2019) CIRIA, CIEEM and IEMA, 
Available at: https://cieem.net/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/C776a-Biodiversity-net-gain.-Good-
practice-principles-for-development.-A-practical-guide-web.pdf [Date Accessed: 17/09/19] 
12 Pegasus Design (2019) Planting Plan and Schedule 1-7, Cheltenham Secondary School, Available at: 
http://caps.gloucestershire.gov.uk/gccdocs/gcc_docs_start.asp?action=show&appName=planning&a
ppNumber=19/0058/CHR3MJ  
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3 Conclusion 
3.1.1 It is understood that the final report is not yet available, and upon 

submission of final survey data recommendations and mitigation may be 
adjusted.     

3.1.2 The following recommendations are suggested to help protect and 
enhance biodiversity at the Site:  

1. Demonstrate how biodiversity net gain will be delivered on Site; helping 
to shape the planting schedule to provide genuine benefits; and  

2. The lighting strategy should consider applying monitoring post-
development prior to applying a late (10pm) curfew to assess the 
impact upon bats. 
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Appendix A: Preliminary Ecological 
Appraisal Review 

Table A.1: A review of the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal using CIEEM PEA Guidance. 

Components from the PEA 
Guidance13  

Information provided in the PEA14 Comments 

Designated site information  
European sites N/a Site is approximately 5km north 

east of Cotswold Beechwoods 
SAC – proposed development 
should have no likely significant 
effect upon this SAC.  

Site of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI) 

Leckhampton Hill and Charlton 
Kings Common SSSI lies 1.3km from 
the site.  

Agree – proposed development 
should have no significant 
impact upon SSSI.  

Local Wildlife Site (LWS) Site is covered by an unconfirmed 
Key Wildlife Site (uKWS).  

N/a 

Species Records 
European Protected 
Species (EPS) 

Bats – Several records of bats 
within 2km (see PEA for species 
list). 

N/a 

Dormouse - There is one record of a 
dormouse nest within 300m of the 
Site, located off Farm Lane to the 
south of the Site.  

N/a 

Great Crested Newt (GCN) - There 
are six records of GCN within 2km 
of the Site. The closest record was 
approx. 700m to the west of the 
Site (recorded in 2008), separated 
from the Site by roads.  

N/a 

Otter - There is one record of an 
otter within approx. 330m of the 
Site (recorded in 2006).  

N/a 

Other protected species Badger – six records of badger with 
2km of the site, closest record is 

N/a 

                                                
13 CIEEM (2017) Guidelines for Peliminary Ecological Appraisal, Available at: https://cieem.net/wp-
content/uploads/2019/02/Guidelines-for-Preliminary-Ecological-Appraisal-Jan2018-1.pdf  
14 Wild Service (2019) Land off Farm Lane, Leckhampton. Interim Preliminary Ecological Appraisal & 
Protected Species Report, Available at: 
http://caps.gloucestershire.gov.uk/gccdocs/gcc_docs_start.asp?action=show&appName=planning&a
ppNumber=19/0058/CHR3MJ  
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approx. 350m to the south of the 
site.  

Birds - Biological records yielded 
results of 59 species within 2km of 
the Site and one was specific to the 
Site (a Tawny owl recorded in 
2013).  

N/a 

Reptiles - There are five records of 
adder within 2km of the Site, the 
closest within 500m to the south of 
the Site (2011). There are six records 
of grass snakes (closest 1km to the 
west), and five records of slow-
worm (closest approx. 530m to the 
north east, recorded in 2019). There 
are four records of common lizard, 
all recorded at nearby Leckhampton 
Hill.  

N/a 

Water Vole – No records within 2km 
of the Site.  

N/a 

Others – No records of White-
clawed crayfish within 2km of the 
Site.  

N/a 

Priority Species  There are 86 records of hedgehogs 
within 2km of the Site. 

N/a 

Other species  Invertebrates  To be considered in species 
records.  

Non-native/invasive To be considered – NBN hold 
five records of Japanese 
knotweed within 2km of the 
Site.  

Habitat information 
Priority Habitats  Hedgerows are Priority Habitat 

under the NERC Act 2006.  
Hatherley Brook, Priority Habitat 
under the Gloucestershire 
Biodiversity Action Plan.  

Field 2B is classed as a 
‘Traditional Orchard’ Priority 
Habitat.  A brief site visit 
confirmed that Field 2B is not 
currently ‘Traditional Orchard’ 
(see Section 2.5.2) 

Field surveys  
Badgers  No obvious evidence of badgers 

was found e.g. setts 
Natural England notes that any 
work within 30 metres of the 
closest sett entrance may 
require a licence.  Ecologist 
should conduct a check for 
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badgers and setts one month 
prior to the commencement of 
work within the site. 

Bats - Trees Results of first bat activity and 
emergence surveys confirmed that 
the Site was used for foraging by 
lesser horseshoe, common 
pipistrelle and noctule bats. 
Common pipistrelle activity was 
particularly high along the brook in 
both fields.  Full results will be 
provided in the completed report.  

Awaiting final survey data.  To 
be considered following final 
report. 

Bats – hedgerows Moderate impact to foraging bats 
due to removal of hedgerows H1, H3 
and H4.  

Hedgerows can provide 
important commuting routes for 
bats.  There appears to be no 
survey data in relation to 
hedgerow number H3. 

Bats – Buildings  Five common pipistrelle 
emergences were recorded on the 
first dusk emergence survey (18th 
July 2019).  A single P. pipistrellus 
and two lesser horseshoe bats were 
recorded foraging in the fields to 
the south and east of the barn.  
Three noctule passes were recorded 
during the survey.  

N/a 

Birds Blue tits were observed flying in 
and out of the scrub near to the 
mistletoe-covered crack willow 
(possible that they are nesting). 
Robin, dunnock and song thrush 
were observed flying in and out of 
the hedgerows H3, H2 and H5 and it 
is possible that they could be 
nesting in the hedgerows.  
Four swallows flew out of the stable 
during the first bat dusk emergence 
survey and a further five were seen 
inside the stable during the survey 
period. Two active swallows’ nests 
and one empty nest were also 
recorded in the stable.  

N/a 
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Dormice A partially constructed small 
mammal nest was found in a 
dormouse tube on survey of 15th 
July 2019. 

Awaiting survey data.  To be 
considered following final 
report. 

GCN No evidence   

Otters, water voles, white-
clawed crayfish  

None 
 

 

Reptiles One adult grass snake was located 
in the south-eastern corner of Field 
2B by Hatherley Brook during the 
reptile survey. 

Awaiting final survey data.  To 
be considered following final 
report. 

Hedgehogs None although not easy to see 
hedgehogs in day.  

 

Phase 1 Habitat Survey  Field 1 – arable field with low 
ecological value. 
Field 2A – semi-improved grassland 
low/moderate ecological value. 
Field 2B – semi-improved grassland 
low/moderate ecological value. 
Hatherley brook – moderate/high 
ecological value.  
Hedgerows 1, 3, 4 and 6 – Species 
poor, low ecological value.  
Hedgerows 2 and 5 – Species rich, 
high ecological value.  
Features of high ecological value 
should be protected from 
development and avoid illuminating 
these features.  

Possible alterations to the 
lighting strategy to protect 
features of high ecological value 
(see Section 2.4).   
 
Phase I Habitat Map to be 
considered.  

Recommendations 
Green infrastructure (GI) N/a Site is located in an area 

recognised as important for 
improving GI by the Local 
Nature Partnership.  

Biodiversity net gain  “The ecological value of the site can 
be enhanced through planting 
native species and/or those of value 
to wildlife.” 

The PEA does not appear to 
explore net gain principles. The 
PEA could be usefully enhanced 
in this manner.  More 
recommendations could be 
provided regarding biodiversity 
net gain (see Section 2.5).  

Lighting Strategy  “Lighting at night will be kept to 
hours when the sports pitches, 
school building and car parks are in 

Earlier lighting curfew to be 
considered (see Section 2.4). 
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use and switched off between the 
hours of 22:00 and 06:00.” 

“Low UV lighting will be used and 
the colour temperature should be 
3000K or less for all lights.” 

2700K reduces the blue light 
component level and is 
recommended by ILP and Bat 

Conservation Trust15. 

  

                                                
15 Institution of Lighting Professionals & Bat Conservation Trust (2018) Bats and artificial lighting in the 
UK, Available at: https://www.bats.org.uk/news/2018/09/new-guidance-on-bats-and-lighting  
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